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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue cHAMBERS Of Vice-Chancellor Malins have been 
removed to Staple-inn, and his lordship’s staff now 
occupy some of the rooms recently vacated by the 
Chancery Taxing Masters. The Land Registry Office 
has also been removed from Lincoln’s-inn-fields to Staple- 
inn. By these removals the rent of two very expensive 
sets of chambers is saved. 





THERE IS YET ONE MORE SAVING to be effected. The 
only occupant of the chancery offices at Stone-buildings 
‘is the Chancery Paymaster, and upon his removal to the 
Yooms prepared for him in the Royal Courts of Justice 
the Government will get the benefit of the sum to be 
paid for the vacated offices by the Society of Lincoln’s- 
inn, who have secured the right of preemption. Mean- 
time, the Chancery Paymaster is practically occupying 
two offices; for while he transacts business at Stone- 
buildings, the rooms in Carey-street, which have been 
fitted for him at great expense, are unoccupied, but 
have to be watched and warmed as if they were fully 
occupied. 





Aurroven No successor to the late Lord Gordon has 
yet been appointed, and Lord Selborne is detained at 
Oxford by the sitting of the University Commission, the 
law lords have applied themselves to their appellate 





business with considerable assiduity, and (we believe 
for the first time since the passing of the Appellate Juris- 
diction Act) have announced their intention of sitting 
for five days a week. Up to Wednesday evening last 
they had finally disposed of four appeals out of seven- 
teen. The list for the present sittings comprises thirteen 
English, four Scotch, and four Irish appeals. Among 
the cases yet to be heard are Angus v. Dalton and Julius 
v. The Bishop of Oxford and Carter (the Clewer Ritual 
case), but the other appeals are for the most part of little 
general interest. 


In REVOKING the grant of letters of administration of 
the estate of the ingenious bather who disappeared from 
Barmouth last year, leaving behind him his clothes and a 
sorrowing circle of friends and creditors, Sir James 
Hannen said ‘‘he had, over and over again, expressed 
his anxiety in regard to these cases of grants on pre- 
sumption of death, and he thought he must have some 
security in them for the future.” This would unques- 
tionably be desirable, but it is rather difficult to see 
what security can be devised which will shut out the 
possibility of the re-appearance of the supposed dead 
man. ‘Take the case of the late Sir Charles James 
Napier (reported 1 Phill. 83). That gallant soldier was 
left for dead on the field of Corunna on the 16th of 
January, 1809, and was reported, in the despatches 
published in the London. Gazette, as being among the 
slain. Probate of his will was granted to his brother, 
yet, in May, 1809, the testator appeared personally in 
court, and the learned judge revoked the probate and 
ordered the will to be delivered out of the registry to 
him. What stronger evidence of death could be wished 
for than existed in this case ? 


THE DECISION OF VicE-CuanceLLorn Hatt on Saturday 
last, in Godfrey v. Harben, carries the law as to the 
liability for her debts of property over which a married 
woman has general power of appointment one step 
further than any previously decided case. A married 
woman having a general power to appoint by will, with 
a gift over in default, exercised the power by her will. 
The question was whether the fund appointed was liable 
as her separate estate to her debts; and the Vice-Chan- 
cellor held in the affirmative. The question had been 
decided the other way by Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in 
Vaughan v. Vanderstegen (2 W. R. 293, 2 Dr. 165), 
followed in other cases by Lord Romilly. Sir Richard 
Kindersley expressly repudiated the ground that 
there was any distinction between a general power to 
appoint by deed or will, and one by will only, the 
power being exercised. He decided on reasons applicable 
to every case of a general power of appointment. The 
judgment of Lord Justice Turner in Johnson v. Gallagher 
(9 W. R. 506, 3 De G. F. & J. 517) and the case of London 
Chartered Bank v. Lempriere (21 W. R. 513, L. R. 4 
P. ©. 572) have displaced Vice-Chancellor Kindersley’s 
view of the law, but the last-named decision had reference 
to the case of a general power exerciseable by deed or will. 
It therefore still remained open to argue that where the 
property was not disposable by act inter vivos, the 
creditors were not let in. The reason for subjecting 
property in that predicament to the claims of creditors 
would be, not that the limitation gave the married woman 
in effect an absolute ownership, but an analogy to the 
equity which makes a man’s debts payable out of funds 
subject to his general power of appointment actually 
exercised. Now, the Chartered Bank v. Lempriere 
went on the ground of substantial ownership. Thus 
the authorities stood in a curious position; the principle 
of the decisions in point opposed to the liability had 
been overruled, but the principle of the later decisions 
did not cover the present case. It was reasonably to be 
expected, however, that the analogy of the equity 
affecting property appointed by a man under a testa- 
mentary power would be applied. ‘The difference be- 
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tween the two cases is technical and unsubstantial. The 
real issue was determined when it was settled (and this 
appears from Vice-Chancellor Kindersley’s observations 
in Vaughan v. Vanderstegen to have been settled some- 
what silently) that the equity in question applied in the 
case of a man although his power was only testa- 
mentary. 





THE CHANCERY VACATION BUSINESS grows with great 
rapidity. In the year 1870 the vacation orders made by 
the Court of Chancery numbered about 117. During the 
vacation of 1879 the Chancery Division made about 850 
orders, vr more than seven times as many as were made 
ten years ago. The number of these orders has been 
gradually increasing from year to year, and one great 
cause of this increase lies in the fact that the books of the 
Chancery Paymaster are now open ail the year round, 
and there is no interval of time when an order may not 
be carried into his office. 





Tue ATTORNEY-GENERAL, Sir John Holker, M.P., owing 
to the pressure of important official work, has decided to 
limit his private practice these sittings, and has been 
obliged to return some briefs. 








Twenty gentlemen were called to the bar on Monday in 
Dublin, the largest number at one call for many years. 


It is stated that, in consequence of the advocutes in the 
Italian town of Cagliari having declined to accept any longer 
the rate of emolument hitherto prevailing, judicial business 
has been brought for a time to a standstill, and the Minister of 
Justice has decided to remove the cases at present pending in 
the Cagliari courts to the Roman tribunals. 


At the Nottingham Assizes, on the 7th inst., before Mr. 
Justice Lush, Philip Charles Daff was charged with having 
indorsed false statements on a number of county court 
summonses. Prisoner had been employed as a bailiff at 
the Nottingham County Court, and had been intrusted 
with a large number of copies of summonses to serve upon 
the persons against whom they were issued. He after- 
wards indorsed the original summonses which were kept 
in the office of the court, to the effect that the copies had 
been so served. On the cases being called before the 
court the defendants did not appear, and judgment was 
given against them. It was then discovered that they 
had never received the summonses, and the prisoner, on 
being questioned by the high bailiff, admitted that his 
indorsements were untrue. He had failed to deliver as 
maby as sixty-three summonses, the originals of which 
he had indorsed as served. He pleaded guilty, and was 
sentenced to twelve months imprisonment. 


In opening the Commission for the Winter Assize County 
No. 7, which comprises the counties of Norfolk and Suffolk 
and the city of Norwich, the Lord Chief Justice, in the 
course of his e2arge to the grand jury, animadverted upon 
the fact that many of the cases could have been tried at 
quarter sessions, and pointed out the inconvenience which 
arose from thus withdrawing the judges from their important 
duties in town for the trial of such cases. The grand jury, at 
the close of their labours, made a presentment on the sub- 
ject:—‘*The grand jury concur in his lordship’s remarks 
that the calendar has been unnecessarily incumbered with 
cases which ought to have been reserved for trial at quarter 
sessions.” The Lord Chief Justice said he was glad to have 
the concurrence of gentlemen so familiar with the adminis- 
tration of criminal justice in the remarks which he had made 
on the subject. While it was desirable, as he concurred in 
thinkizg it was, that prisoners should not be kept for trial 
longer than was consistent with public convenience, yet, on 
the other hand, as to cases of such a character that they 
could be well disposed of at querter sessions, the judges 
ought not to have their time taken up in the trial of 
such cases, being thus withdrawn from their important duties 
in town, and thus delaying the general administration of 

justice, 
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CAN THERE BE A CONTRACT OF THE EXIST. 
ENCE OF WHICH ONE OF THE SUPPOSED 
CONTRACTING PARTIES NEITHER KNOWS 
NOR [8 BOUND TO KNOW? 


I. 


Tue case of The Household Fire Insurance Company y, 
Grant (27 W. R. 858, L. R. 4 Ex. D. 216) raised a point 
of great importance with regard to the principle in- 
volved. Somewhat similar questions have at various 
times come before the courts, and we doubt whether the 
law on the subject can even now be considered as 
definitely settled, the more so that Bramwell, LJ., 
dissented from the opinion of the court. We must 
confess to entertaining a very strong opinion that, what. 
ever the law may be, the common sense of the matter is. 
clear, and that the view expressed by Bramwell, L.J., is 
consistent with reason and justice. The majority of the- 
court (Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) seem to have con. 
sidered the matter concluded by authority. 

The poirt was briefly this. The defendant applied for 
shares in the plaintiff company. The company allotted 
the shares to the defendant and duly addressed to him, 
and posted, a letter containing the notice of allotment, 
but the letter never was received by him. It was held 
by the majority of the Court of Appeal that the defend- 
ant was a shareholder, overruling British and American 
Telegraph Company v. Colson (L. R. 6 Ex. 108). The 
case which was considered to be a conclusive authority 
on the point was Dunlop v. Higgins (1 H. L. CO. 381), 
There has been a good deal of discussion in this class of 
cases as to when the contract, if any, is concluded, and at 
what period the aggregatio mentium is complete. It has 
been said, if the contract is not complete upon the letter 
accepting the offer being despatched, when is it com. 
plete? If knowledge by the offeror of the acceptance of 
the offer is necessary to complete the contract, it would 
follow that knowledge by the acceptor of the fact that 
the acceptance has been communicated to the offeror may 
be necessary, and so on ad infinitum, so that there never 
can be an aggregatio mentiiim, the parties being apart 
and not being capable of simultaneous expression of 
agreement. Such is the argument employed in Dunlop 
v. Hiagins. 

We cannot help thinking that, under cover of loose 
metaphysical expressions and ideas such as ‘‘ aggregatio 
mentium,”’ a good deal of unnecessary perplexity is somes 
times introduced. It seems to us that there may be a 
lurking fallacy in the notion that an aggregatio mentium 
necessarily constitutes a contract in the legal sense of 
the term, arising from an absence of distinct idea of the 
meaning in which the term aggregatio mentium is used. 
It is generally necessary to a contract, no doubt; but “ con- 
tract” as used in this relation means obligation 
binding in law. There is sometimes a contract with- 
out any aggregatio mentium at all, One party may 
not have meant the same as the other all along; 
and yet there may be a contract. The real question 
is, When does the contract become legally obli- 
gatory on the party sought to be charged ?—not till 
then does it become a contract in any efficient legal 
sense of the term. It seems to us possible that the 
aggregatio mentium may in some cases be antece- 
dent to the time when the contract becomes binding on 
the offeror, though, of course, this depends somewhat on 
what is meant by aggregatio mentium. We should say 
the only practical meaning of the term is assent of two 
minds to the same terms. Of course, if it is merely the 
Latin for ‘* contract’ the whole question is begged. 

In this point of view we do not see any such very great 
difficulty as has been suggested in supposing that the 
contract by the offeror does not arise until the acceptance 
has been communicated to him. The party accepting 
knows that he has accepted and has taken steps to coml- 
municate his acceptance ; it may be said that, therefore, 
he ought to be bound unless and until he ascertains that 
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not entitled to say that there is no contract until 
the other party has received the communication. He 
knows of the aggregatio mentium; the other party by 
hypothesis does not. The question really seems to resolve 
itself into this: can a party be bound by a contract of 
which he does not know, and ex hypothest may be un- 
able to know, the existence ? In other words, can a man 
have promised in the legal sense without knowing that 
he has promised ? If it be correct that the contract is 
completely binding directly the letter of acceptance is 
despatched, then, assuming some cause that should abso- 
lutely prevent the delivery of the letter, the contract 
nevertheless is good. One cannot understand any prin- 
ciple on which a person ignorant of the existence of the 
aggregatio mentium is to be affected by the same legal 
obligation as if he knew of it, except on the ground of 
laches on his part or that of his agent. 

And here comes in a very remarkable point in the 
discussion. There seems to have been some such train 
of reasoning present to the minds of the judges in the 
various cases ; and those who maintain the view of the 
majority in the case we are discussing seek to make the 
post office the agent of the party to whom the letter is 
sent. We cannot understand this as a plain matter of 
fact. It is the plain truth that the post office is the 
agent of the sender, so far as it is agent of either party, 
and it seems to us the extreme of far-fetched theory to 
treat the postman as a messenger sent by the offeror of 
the proposal to bring back the answer. There was some 
talk in Dunlop v. Higgins of the usage of trade, and of 
implied authority to return an answer by post when the 
offeror must have contemplated an answer by post. With 
all respect for the eminent persons who used these 
expressions, if we must call a spade a spade, we should 
not call them good sense. People communicate by post 
because it is convenient in all the relations of life. 
There is no usage of trade that if a person replies by 


post it shall be sufficient acceptance, nor is there any 


implied authority in the matter. Any implied authority 
in the sense of the term “implied” for which we have 
always strenuously contended—viz., any such authority 
actually in the necessary contemplation of the parties’ 
minds—there clearly is not. Can any sane person 
suppose that a person writing for an allotment of shares 
really means in his own mind that he is making the post 
office his agent in the sense that delivery of an answer 
to the post office is delivery of an answer tohim? Surely 
not. We are confident that if the case were put in any 
company there would not be a single person, not a lawyer, 
who would not exclaim at the injustice of making a 
person a shareholder in a company without his know- 
ledge because a letter had been posted which had never 
reached him. 

Then, with regard to implication of authority by law, 
such an implication may be made when natural justice 
or convenience dictates it ; as wken of two parties, both 
innocent and unfortunate, one has conduced to the mis- 
chief more than the other, for instance where a person held 
out as a general agent has exceeded his actual authority. 
But we want to know why the offeror is to be held to 
take upon himself the risks of the post office ? We should 
have thought it a truism to say that that person must 
bear the risks of the post for whose convenience it 
has been employed. I receive an offer of a contract: 
assume it to have come by post. The party sending it 
would have suffered if the post had failed, so far as the 
offer not reaching me is concerned, because the means of 
communication he employed would have failed. It is 
just as if he had shouted to me from a distance, but the 
distance being too great, or his voice being weak, the 
purport of what he said had never reached me. Why 
should there be any difference in this respect with regard 
to the answer ? 

But assuming, in some way or other, an offer to have 
come to me; it is immaterial how. I have to accept the 
contract if I wish to do so, and notify my acceptance. 
It I sent a messenger of my own, clearly I should take 





the risk of his failure. Why should I be placed in a 
different position because, for my own convenience, I 
employ the public message carrier ? The case of notice 
of dishonour of negotiable instruments does not seem to 
us conclusive, or, indeed, in reality, at all analogous. 
The true rule on that subject may be, not that the holder 
is bound to give notice of dishonour in the sense that the 
notice must reach the prior indorser, but that he ought 
to take reasonable means to inform him of the dishonour, 
which reasonable means, by usage of trade, are so-and- 
so. It is obvious that this question is wholly different 
from the question whether a man can be bound by a 
contract which, ex hypothesi, he cannot know to exist. 
It seems to us, as we have before said, that a fallacy 
may have crept in in this way, viz., that if has been as- 
sumed that the contract is necessarily complete in the 
sense that there must be a contract legally binding both 
parties directly the aggregatio mentium (by which we 
mean merely the agreement of the two minds as to terms) 
is complete. If aggregatio mentium constitutes a con- 
tract, and merely means the assent of two minds to 
certain terms evidenced by overt acts on both sides, 
clearly it would be sufficient if the party to whom the 
offer was made wrote an assent and never sent it at all, 
but, intending to post it, dropped it into some hole which 
was not a letter-box by mistake. This shows either that 
aggregatio mentium is not complete without communica- 
tion of it, or that aggregatio mentium alone will not con- 
stitute a contract. This is in effect what Bramwell, L.J., 
says when he lays down the proposition that assent to 
the proposal or acceptance is not enough, but there 
must be communication of the assent to the proposer. 
This being so, in order to make the posting of the letter 
sucha communication, you must make the post office 
the agent of the offeror, which, for the reasons above 
given, seems to us contrary to plain facts and justice. 

We feel doubtful whether the best expression of the 
rule is as the Lord Justice lays it down, though, for the 
purpose for which he used it, the definition was sound 
enough. It does not seem to us clear that the contract 
does not arise until the communication of the acceptance 
of the proposition reaches the offeror. Suppose the 
letter came to the address he gave, but he had gone out 
of town without making provision for having his letters 
forwarded? It seems to us that if the offer is accepted 
the contract becomes binding on the offeror if the 
acceptance would have been communicated to him bué 
for his own default, assuming, of course, that the com- 
munication would have been in time. We believe that 
on a thorough analysis it would appear that the true 
question in these cases is—assuming that there would 
have been a contract if the acceptance of the proposal 
had been known to the proposer—Whose fault is it that 
he did not know? We doubt whether it can be solved 
by a general rule. It seems to us that the circumstances 
might vary greatly, and in some cases there might be 
sufficient to make it the offeror’s duty to inquire further 
as to the fate of his proposal; but generally it would lie 
on the acceptor of it to insure his acceptance being 
made known. We propose on a future occasion to make 
a few observations with regard to the authorities on this 
subject, and also as to the supposed difficulties that 
would arise from holding that the contract is not com- 
plete till the offeror knows or ought to know of it. 








a 


The Scottish Journal of Jurisprudence records the death 
of Mr. James Maidment, the oldest member of the Faculty 
of Advocates. He was called to the Scottish bar in 1817, 
and was an intimate friend of the late Mr. Riddell, and after 
his death he is said to have taken the position of being the 
first advocate in Scotland in cases involving genealogical 
inquiries. He published in 1840 ‘‘ Reports of Claims pre- 
ferred to the House of Lords in the Cases of Cassilis, Suther- 
land, Spynie, and Glencairn Peerages,” and at a later 
period took a specially prominent position in the Mar Peerage 
ase. 
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FARM LEASES. 
IL 

Amone the results of the ‘‘ agricultural depression” not 
the least noticeable is the change in the terms of farm 
leases. After remaining almost wholly unaffected by 
the progress of agricultural science, these contracts have 
suddenly yielded to the pressure of hard times. Re- 
strictions formerly deemed essential to the protection of 
land from deterioration are now not unfrequently 
omitted, and in some cases the whole structure of the 
tenant’s covenants ischanged. It may be anticipated that 
before long the common forms of farm leases, thumbed 
by a long succession of articled clerks in solicitors’ 
offices, and the printed agreements for particular estates 
handed down from one agent to another, will have to be 
remodelled. It may be useful to review the prucess by 
which these forms have been built up, and afterwards to 
consider the direction which the impending changes are 
likely to take. 

The early English farm lease was remarkable for the 
absence of covenants relating to the mode of cultivation. 
In one of the earliest forms given in Madox * it is 
simply provided that the landlord or his heirs shall 
receive back the land at the end of the term in the same 
state, or a better state, than that in which the tenant 
took it, and alike covenant is to be found in another lease 
made in the reign of Henry II.t A somewhat similar 
provision occurs in a lease dated 1410, given in Cullum’s 
History of Hawstead, p. 225, where the tenant covenants 
to leave at the end of the lease as many acres as well 
ploughed, sowed, and manured, as he received at the 
beginning of the lease. 

But by the time of Henry VIII. even this provision 
seems to have disappeared ; for in a lease made by that 
monarch, under the seal of the Court of Wards, of 
“‘divers messuages and lands of one of the King’s 


wards,” the lessee simply covenants that he “nor his 
assigns shall do, nor suffer to be doon, any voluntary 
waste or spoyle of the said messuages, howses, or other 


the premises . . and if any wilful waste be doon 
or encroachment of any landes be made, to the preju- 
dyce of the inheritance of the said heyre, that then the 
said [lessee] and his assyns as moche as in him and 
them lyeth shall withstande and defende the same.” 
In a lease dated 1572, given by Cullum (p. 230), it is 
provided that the tenant may put into tillage all 
the pasture-grounds except the borders, where the 
timber grew, but he must lay all the arable land to 
pasture one whole year before the end of the lease. At 
this time the searcity of timber led to stringent restric- 
tions in farm leases as to felling or lopping trees. 

In the beginning of the seventeenth century we find 
specific provisions made as to the mode of cultivation. 
In 2 form of farm lease for twenty-one years given in 
West's Symboleography (part 2, section 432), published 
in 1606, the tenant covenants not during the term to 
“ harry or break up any part or parcel’? of certain lands 
withoutconsent, and to bestow the dung yearly on thearable 
land, and it is provided that he and his executors and as- 
signs ‘‘ shall and may sow any of the said arable land be- 
longing to the said premises two years together during 
the said term, and not above, and after that let the same 
lands lie one year fallow.” Fifty years later these cove- 
nants seem to have been disregarded, for a lease of lands, 
given in a book of precedents published in 1655,¢ con- 
tains no covenants as to cultivation. A usual covenant 
in farm leases throughout this century imposed a restric- 
tion on the kind of cattle to be turned out to graze in 
woodlands. 

By the end of the seventeenth century we find 
covenants as to cultivation in ordinary use. The 
Scriveners’ Guide, published in 1695, gives, in the 
‘‘generalform of lease of a farm,” covenants by the 
tenant to leave “ 20 acres of the arable land in a wheat 





* Formulare Anglicanum, 135. 


¢ Ib., 141. 
{ The Perfect Conveyancer, p. 322. 
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lane [s¢c], fit to be sown with wheat in the next year after 
the end of the term hereby granted”; to inbarn all 
corn, hay, &c., on the premises ; to expend dung on the 
demised lands and not elsewhere ; to leave the dung on 
theland atthe end of the term, and to pay an increased rent 
for every acre of meadow ploughed up. And in Shep- 
pard’s ‘“‘ President of Presidents” (3rd ed.,' published in 
1704), there is, at p. 153, a form of agricultural lease, 
which, besides several of the above-mentioned covenants, 
provides that the tenant may “plough any of the 
arable land on the demised premises two years to. 
gether and not above, and after that shall let 
the same be one year fallow.” But this provision does 
not appear in other precedents of the period ; and conpar. 
ing the forms in these collections with those contained 
in ‘The Modern Conveyancer”—a work of about the 
same date—it would appear that the ordinary farm lease 
at the beginning of the eighteenth century restricted the 
removal of straw and dung from the demised premises ; 
imposed increased rent on ploughing meadow land, and 
sometimes gave the landlord the right to enter on the 
farm during the last year of the term in order to plough 
and prepare for the next year’s crop. It appears from 
Cullum (p. 249) that about the middle of the last 
century leases were granted requiring the tenant to leave 
one-third of the arable land ploughed and fallowed for 
wheat, the out-going tenant to be paid for the labour 
according to the custom of the country. 

We come now to the end of the last century, when 
“Wood's Conveyancing” wasin vogue. This work contains 
a wonderful variety of precedents of leases; and as by 
1793 it had reached a 5th edition, it may be taken as 
affording an accurate idea of the prevalent farm lease. 
At page 88 of vol. 2 there is the form of lease of a farm 
‘with a variety of good covenants.” We find the old 
covenants as to the expenditure of hay, straw, and dung 
on the premises, and the increased rent on ploughing 
meadow land; but in addition to these there are, for the 
first time inserted, provisions binding the tenant to sow 
a certain number of acres with clover every year; to 
leave every year half of the arable land unsown 
as a summer fallow, and not to mow certain 
specified land. In another collection of precedents 
of about the same date (Newnam’s Complete Conveyancer) 
we find (p. 133) a covenant that the tenant shall use 
the land ‘‘ according to the order and course of good 
husbandry,” and after every second and ‘third crops of 
corn sow the same with grass, clover, or turnip seed. 
And from the other precedents of farm leases contained in 
these volumes, it may be gathered that at the beginning 
of the present century the ordinary farm leuse, in 
addition to the older restrictions, bound the tenant after 
a second corn crop either to leave the land in fallow 
or to lay it down with grass. As regards the terms of 
quitting, the provisions vary. In some leases the tenant 
is allowed to hold the arable land, or a part of it, until 
after the harvest following the end of the term, and the 
barns for a year after the end of the term; but in other 
leases the tenant is bound at the end of the term to 
have certain parts of the land sown with wheat, the 
landlord providing the seed only. Provisions for com- 
pensation or allowances to the outgoing tenant do not 
appear in these leases. 
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Most cotton trade-mark owners, says the London corres- 
pondent of the Manchester Guardian, especially those who 
produce for the Eastern markets, have for some time past 
been anxious that the exclusive right to protection in this 
country which they acquire under the new Act should be 
extended to the Indian Empire. The Bombay Chamber of 
Commerce having given their co-operation to the furtherance 
of this project, the Government of Bombay have drawn up 
a Bill to cover the whole of British India, and which will, 
if passed, come intoeffect on the Ist day of January next. 
The Bill establishes a registry of trade-marks for the em- 
pire, and in nearly every respect corresponds, mutatis mutan- 
dis, with the Act which was lately passed for the mother 
country. 
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Recent Becistons. 


BENEFIT OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS. 
(Renals v. Cowlishaw, C.A., 28 W. R. 9.) 


The law as to the devolution of the burden of re- 
strictive covenants is, of course, clearly settled. All who 
take under the original covenantor with notice of the 
«covenant are bound by it, for “ifan equity is attached 
to property by the owner, no one purchasing with notice 
of that equity can stand in a different situation from the 
person from whom he purchased.” 

But the law as to the devolution of the benefit of a 
restrictive covenant has been left in a less certain condi- 
tion. The authorities, however, before Renals v. Cowli- 
shaw, pointed at the doctrine that the assign of the 
covenantee could not enforce a restrictive covenant un- 
less he had either expressly stipulated for the benefit of 
the covenant, or had contracted under such circum. 
stances that he must be deemed to have so stipulated. 
That is to say, as Mr. Dart has put it, restrictive cove- 
nants are not in the nature of a reservation to the vendor, 
devolving on his subsequent purchasers as attached to 
the property, but when enforceable in equity by an 
assign they are so enforceable as depending entirely on 
the contractand intention of the parties. In order to 
enable the assign of the covenantee to enforce 
such covenants there must be either an agreement 
‘between vendor and new purchaser, giving to the latter 
the benefit of the covenant, or some kind of representa- 
tion by the vendor to the new purchaser that the latter 
should have the benefit of the covenant. The question 
as to representation usually arises on the sale of an 
estate laid out under a building scheme. In this case a 
representation or intention that each purchaser should 
be bound by certain covenants, and should have the 
benefit of such covenants against other purchasers, is 
easily made out; and it may probably be said that prac- 
tically in these cases, although all the covenants are made 
with the vendor, one covenantor may obtain the benefit 
of them as against another covenantor. 

In Renals v. Cowlishaw there was no circumstance of 
this kind, but it was contended that, inasmuch as the 
intention of the parties is the test, a restrictive covenant 
taken by the owner of a residential estate from a pur- 
chaser from him of lands adjacent to the residential 
estate must be deemed to have been taken for the benefit 
of the residential estate, so as to enable an assign of part 
of that estate to maintain an action on the covenant. 
But the answer to this contention was furnished by Lord 
Justice Bramwell, when he said, in Master v. Hansard 
(25 W. R. 570, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 718), that the covenant 
‘was “put in, not for the benefit of the particular prop- 
erty, but for the benefit of the [owners], to enable them 
to make the most of the property which they retained ;” 
and both Hall, V.C., and the Court of Appeal held that 
‘the purchaser of part of the residential estate could not 
maintain an action to restrain the breach of the restric- 
tive covenant. The practical lesson of the case is the 
‘desirability in all cases where there is ground for think- 
ing that in former dealings restrictive covenants were 
‘taken of including in the conveyance the benefit of any 
restrictive covenants with reference to the use of adjacent 
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The benchers of the Middle Temple have appropriated 
‘set of chambers under the library to be used as a sub- 
Scription common room. There will be reading, writing, 
and smoking rooms, and newspapers, magazines, and books 
of reference will be supplied. 

Persons connected with the Temple, the new Law Courts, 
‘and in the neighbourhood generally, will be interested to 
{earn that the premises No. 43, Fleet-street, opposite Fetter- 
lane, lately occupied by Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode, are in 
i Acs reconstruction asa branch post-office on a consider- 
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General Curresponvence. 


To Corresronpents.— All letters intended for publica - 
tion in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must ‘be authenti- 
cated by the name of the writer. The Editor cannot 
undertake to return MSS. forwarded to him. 


—_ 


AFFIDAVITS OF SERVICE IN DISTRICT 
REGISTRIES. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It having come to the notice of various members 
of our local law society that differences existed in the 
district registries respecting affidavits of service, and that 
certain forms that were satisfactory in some registries 
were rejected in others, I was directed, as secretary, to 
make inquiries in the different registries on the point, 
and the following four questions were put to each 
registry :— 

1. How is the description of the solicitor’s clerk who 
serves a writ inserted in the affidavits passed in your 
registry ? Is it sufficient to describe him as “A. B., 
clerk with Messrs. C. D., of Sheffield, solicitors ” ? 

2. In what way is the service on one of the partners 
of a firm sued as, e.g., ‘‘C. Smith & Co.,” shown on an 
affidavit accepted in your registry ? 

3. The like question when the writ is served on a 
manager. 

4, Do you consider it necessary to insert the words 
“within the jurisdiction ” when the action is brought in 
the usual way, not under the Bills Act ? 

The circular was sent to seventy-one registries, and 
answers were received from forty. It was found from 
these answers that hardly any one of the registries 
agreed with any other registry in giving the same 
answers to the circular. The method in which the 
Sheffield Registry would require the affidavit to be worded 
was shown on the circular, and appears below, and the 
answers showed that 

On question 1, eighteen registries agreed with, twenty- 
two differed from, Sheffield ; 

On question 2, twenty-eight agreed with, six differed 
from, Sheffield ; 

On question 3, twenty-seven agreed with, five differed 
from, Sheffield ; 

And on question 4, eight agreed with, thirty-two 
differed from, Sheffield. 

As the matter is of considerable importance, affidavits 
being often only filed on the last day, and alterations 
requiring some two days to effect, the committee 
sanctioned my laying this matter before the legal public 
in the shape of a letter inviting any correspondence on 
the subject. In order to put this more clearly, I have 
added at the foot a form of affidavit of service, showing 
the parts in which all are agreed, and in italics the 
portions in which disagreements occur, but, as put before 
you, the affidavit is in such a form as would be accepted 
in the Sheffield Registry. 

Hersert BRAMLEY, 
Hon. Sec. Sheffield District Incorporated 
Law Society. 

Sheffield, Nov., 1879. 

The method in which the above questions are an- 
swered in the Sheffield Registry: “1. I, A. B., of, &., 
clerk to Mr. , of the same place, solicitor. 2. A. B., 
one of the partners in the firm of C. Smith & Co., the 
above-named defendants. 3. At (place of service), being 
the principal place of business of the partnership of C. 
Smith & Co., personally served A. B., the person having 
at the time of such service the control and management 
of the partnership there.” 4. The words “within the 
jurisdiction” are here inserted. 

In the High Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division, 
Sheffield District Registry.—Between John Jones, plain- 
tiff, and C. Smith & Co., defendants.—I, A. B., of, &c. 
(full address), clerk to Mr. , of the same place 
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solicitor, make oath and say: First, that I did on Monday, 
the first day of September, in the year of our Lord 
1879, at ———, being the principal place of business of 
the partnership of C. Smith & Co., the above-named 
defendants, within the jurisdiction of this honourable 
court, personally serve C. D., the person having, at the 
time of such service, the control and management of the 
partnership business there [or personally serve C’., Smith, 
one of the partners of the firmof C. Smith & Co., the 
above-named defendants], with a true copy of a writ of 
summons which appeared to me to have been regularly 
issued out of and under the seal of the district registry 
in Sheffield of Her Majesty’s High Court of Justice at 
the suit of the above-named plaintiff against the above- 
named defendant, and dated 29th day of August, 1879, 
and marked 1879, H., No. 2666, to which said writ and 
copy 4 memorandum was subscribed and due indorse- 
ments were made thereon pursuant to the statute in that 
case made and provided. Secondly, and I further say 
that I did afterwards, on the 2nd day of September, 
1879, indorse on the said writ the day of the week and 
month of such service according to the statute in that 
case made and provided. Sworn, &c. 





Cases of the Geek. 


Birt oF SateE—Act or BANKRUPTCY—ASSIGNMENT OF 
Wrote Property TO sECURE ANTECEDENT Dest — 
AGREEMENT at TimME or LoaNn—ExcerTion or Book 
Dexzts.—In a case of Ex parte Burton, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 6th inst., the question was whether a bill of 
sale, executed by 4 liquidating debtor shortly before he filed 
his liquidation petition, was void against the trustee in the 
liquidation as an act of bankruptcy. The bill of sale com- 
prised all the property of the debtor (who was a small retail 
trader) except his book debts, and it was given in considera- 
tion of, and to secure, a loan of £200 made to him by the 
grantee sometime previously. In the debtor’s statement of 
affairs presented to his creditors he stated that his book 
debts amounted to £363, and he estimated them as likely to 
produce £150. Upon this it was urged that they formed a 
substantial exception from the security. It was also alleged 
that, at the time when the loan was made, there was an 
agreement to give a bill of sale to secure it. Upon the 
evidence the court (James, BacGatLAy, and THEsIGER, 
L.JJ.), came to the conclusion that the agreement really 
was that the bill of sale was not to be given until the lender 
** lost confidence”’ in the borrower, and that, therefore, the 
principle of the decision in Ex parte Fisher (20 W. R. 849, 
L. R. 7 Ch. 636) applied. The agreement was in effect to 
give the security only when the borsower should be on the 
verge of bankruptcy, and such an agreement could not sup- 
port the deed. And, though it has been sometimes doubted 
whether book debts could form a valid exception for this 
purpose, this doubt being partly founded on the decision in 
Ex parte Foxley (16 W. BR, 831, L. R. 3 Ch. 515), the court 
expressed an opinion that book debts, if of sufficient value, 
might well form a valid exception, illustrating this by the 
case of a banker whose assets consist to a great extent of 
book debts. But, upon the evidence, the court held that in 
the case before them the book debts did not form an avail- 
able asset, and, consequently, that the deed was void as 
against the trustee, 


PRACTICE—STAYING ExEcuTION PENDING APPEAL—Pnro- 

PER CouRT TO APPLY TO—ACTION IN ADMIRALTY DivIsIon— 
Onp. 58, n. 16.—In a case of The Khedive, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 8th inst., an application was made to 
stay the proceedings under a judgment of the Court of 
Appeal, pending an appeal to the Honse of Lords. The 
question was raised whether the application ought to be 
made to the Admiralty Division or to the Court of Appeal. 
The case of Justice v. The Mersey Steel and Iron Company (24 

| W. R. 955, L. R.1C. P. D. 575) was cited as showing 
| that in common law actions such an application ought to 
be made to the division in which the action is brought, 
through the later case of Grant v. The Banque Franco- 
Egyptienne (26 W. R. 669, L, B.3 ©. P. D. 202) is an 
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authority to the contrary. The court (James, Baceattay, 
and TueEsicER, L.JJ.) held that the application was pro.. 
perly made to the Court of Appeal. And they made the 
usual order staying proceedings, except that the costg 
were to be taxed and paid to the respondent’s solicitor, he 
undertaking to refund them in case the decision shonld be 
reversed. 


PATENT—SPECIFICATION—SUFFICIENCY.—In a oase of 
Wegmann v. Concoran, before the Court of Appeal on the 
10th inst., the decision of Fry, J. (27 W. B. 357, 23 Son. 
crTors’ JOURNAL, 121), was affirmed. The action was brought 
to restrain an alleged infringement of the plaintiff's pa- 
tent, and Fry, J., dismissed it, on the ground that the spe- 
cification was insufficient. The patent was for “ the inven- 
tion of an improved machine or apparatus for treating or 
preparing meal.” The invention consisted mainly in pass- 
ing the meal (produced by the ordinary process of grinding 
wheat between two grindstones) between a pair of squeez- 
ing rollers, in contact with each other, and made to rotate 
in opposite directions. The specification stated that ‘‘ the 
squeezing rollers are to have a surface consisting of mate. 
rial containing so much silica as not to colour the meal or 
flour. I prefer to make them of iron coated with china,. 
and finely turned with diamond tools.’ The evidence 
showed that the material which the plaintiff actually used 
for his rollers, and the only one which, so far as he knew, 
would answer his purpose, was a very hard kind of porce- 
lain, not manufactured and known in England, but made 
for him inItaly. ‘This porcelain contained 73 per cent. of 
silica, which is a much larger proportion than is contained in 
what is now commonly manufactured in England as china 
(which contains only 40 per cent. of silica), and is about 
the same proportion as is contained in oriental china, 
What the specification described as a roller made of iron 
coated with china consisted, in fact, of a very thick, 
hollow porcelain cylinder, with an iron spindle 
passing through the centre of it, and forming its axis, If 
the porcelain cylinder fitted close to the iron spindle, it was 
liable to crack when the iron became hot, by reason of its- 
unequal expansion as compared with that of the iron. The 
plaintiff in practice interposed between the porcelain and the 
iron a bedding of sulphur cement, which became soft when 
the iron became hot, and thus prevented the cracking, This 
fact, however, was not stated in the specification. It also 
appeared that, in order that the surface of the rollers should 
not disintegrate in the process of squeezing, and thus dis- 
colour the meal by the fine particles given off, it was neces- 
sary that the material of which they were made should 
possess the quality of toughness as well as that of hardness, 
and that the toughness of the material employed by the 
plaintiff was due to the presence in it of a larger proportion 
of alumina than iscontained in china. This fact also was 
not stated in the specification. Fry, J., held that the 
machine could not be constracted by a workman of ordinary 
skill with the aid of the specification alone, but that further 
experiments would be necessary, and, consequently, that the 
specification was bad. And this decision was affirmed by 
the Court of Appeal (James, BacGaLLtay, and THESIGER, 
LJJ.) on the same ground. 


Trustee Act, 1850, s. 32—“New” Trustees—Re- 
APPOINTMENT OF THREE ORIGINAL TRUSTEES IN PLACE 
oF Four.—In a case of In re Harford’s Trusts, before 
the Master of the Rolls on the 8th inst., a petition was 
presented asking that three out of four original trustees 
might be appointed new trustees of a will, the fourth trustee 
having absconded. Jzssxer, M.R., although he felt some 
doubt as to whether the court could make an order for 
the re-appointment of the three trustees, as section 32 of 
the Trustee Act, 1850, required that “ new”’ trustees should 
be appointed, ultimately made the order, following Jn r¢ 
Stokes (L. R. 13 Eq, 333). 


CompANY—ILLEGALITY —= WINDING UP—JURISDICTION— 
Costs—Conpuct or OrpER.—In a case of In re Mutual 
Society, also before the Master of the Rolls on the 8th inst., 
& question was raised as to whether the society was not al 
illegal association under the Lottery Acts, on the ground 
that certain benefits were secured for its members by means 
of drawings by lot. The object of the company was to 
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obtain loans from its members and to lend these sums again, 
giving the depositors a right to preferential loans by means 
of drawings. Three petitions had been presented to wind 
up the company on the ground of its insolvency, and an 
interim liquidator had been appointed. An action had also 
been commenced against the company to have it declared 
that it was an illegal society, and for a distribution of the 
fonds amongst the members, The petitions were mentioned 
on the 8th inst., and it was then suggested that the winding- 
up order should not only be made on the petitions, but also 
in the action, so as to obviate any question as to the 
jurisdiction of the court to make the order. JzsszL, M.R., 
accordingly made an order in all the petitions and 
also in the action. He directed all further proceedings in 
the action to be stayed, except for the purpose of carrying 
out the order, and he directed the costs of the action to be 
costs in the winding up. To avoid any discussion as to the 
conduct of the winding-up order, his lordship said he would 
allow all the parties to support in chambers their own nomi- 
nees for the position of official liquidator, and he said that the 
petitioner to whom he gave the present carriage of the order 
was not to have any preference therein. As to the costs of 
one of the petitioners, his lordship said that, although he 
should not at present make any order, he should reserve 
himself the liberty of refusing that petitioner his costs at 
some future time in case he should find it necessary. His 
lordship allowed one set of costs amongst the depositors who 
appeared in support of the petition. 


LEASE OF BUILDING vUsED AS DissENTING CHAPEL— 
InrotMENT—Cuarity—New TrustEes—9 Geo. 2, c. 36— 
Psto’s Act (13 & 14 Vicr. c. 28).—Sratuts or LimraTions 
(3 & 4 Vict. c. 27),8.34.—In a case of Bunting v. Sargent, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 4th inst., av impor- 
tant question arose as to the right of a freeholder to re- 
gover possession of a building used since 1774 asa dis- 
senting chapel. In that year a lease of the plot of ground, 
with the building erected thereon, was granted to six 
persons described as trustees, for a term of ninety-nine 
years, at the yearly rent of one shilling, reserving to the 
lessees the right to use and enjoy the door for the purpose 
of entry into their pews, and containing a covenant for 
renewal at the end of the term, on notice to be given as 
therein provided. The building had been since used as a 
dissenting chapel, bué the lease had not been inrolled 
pursuant to 9 Geo. 2, c. 36. Appointments of new trustees 
of the chapel had from time to time been made, and 
on the 28th of May, 1873, the former trustees having 
all resigned, at a meeting of the members of the chapel, 
duly held under Peto’s Act (13 & 14 Vict. c. 38), the 
defendants to the action were appointed trustees. It ap- 
peared that during a period of twenty years no rent had 
been paid for the chapel, but that within six years before 
action the arrears of rent, a3 such, had been paid to the 
lessees. A notice had been served on the plaintiff in ac- 
cordance with the covenant in the lease for renewal, but 
he now brought this action claiming possession of the 
chapel on the ground that the lease was void. The 
defendants contended that the lease was not granted for a 
charitable purpose so as to require inrolment, and they 
also relied on the Statute of Limitations (3 & 4 Will. 4. c. 27), 
8.34. JxEssEL, M.R., was of opinion, first, that the plain- 
tiff was not barred by the adverse possession ; secondly, 
that there was sufficient evidence from the terms of the 
lease, the reservation of access to the pews, the user of the 
building as a chapel, and the appointment of trustees under 
Peto’s Act, to show that the building was demised for the 
purpose of a chapel, and that being a charitable pur- 
‘pose within the meaning of the Mortmain Act, the lease 
was void. He accordingly gave jadgment in favour of the 
plaintiff for possession and for the costs of the action. 


Practice—AcTION AGAINST CoMPANY—PETITION PRE- 
SENTED FOR WINDING UP—UNDERTAKING NoT TO ADVER- 
712E,—In an action of Bolckow, Vaughan, & Company v. 
Keeble, a motion was made by leave, before Malins, V.C., 
on} the 10th inst., to restrain the advertisement by the 
defendant of a petition presented by him for the winding up 
of the company until the trial of an action brought by him 
to establish his debt, which was disputed. The company 
was a very large concern, and there was no ground for 
alleging that it was insolvent. ‘There was evidence for the 





motion that the master of one of the common law divisions 
had refused to allow the defendant to sign judgment for his 
debt under ord. 14, r. 1, and that the master’s decision had 
been affirmed on appeal. For the defendant it was stated 
that he had experienced difficulty in ascertaining who were 
the proper parties to sue for use and occupation of premises 
belonging to him, that his action was not framed against the 
company, who he now discovered were liable to him, and that 
he required time to answer the company’s evidence on this 
motion. Mattns, V.C., said that a petition was not the 
proper way to assert a disputed liability, and that unless the 
defendant undertook not to proceed with the advertisement 
of his petition, he should grant the injunction. An under- 
taking was given accordingly for a month in terms of the 
notice of motion. 


HusBanD AND WirE—AGREEMENT TO EXECUTE SEPARA- 
TION DEED—Provision FoR CusTopy oF CHILDREN BY WIFE 
—Sprciric PerForRMANCE—INrANTS’ Custopy Act, 1873 
(36 & 37 Vicr. c. 12), s. 2.—In a case of Woodgate v, 
Watson, before Fry, J., on the 8th inst., the action was 
brought by a wife for the specific performance of an agree- 
ment by her husband to execute a separation deed. The 
agreement provided that the wife should have the custody 
of the infant children of the marriage. Section 2 of the 
above Act provides that no agreement contained in any 
separation deed shall be held to be invalid by reason only 
of its providing that the father shall give up the custody 
of infant children to the mother, “provided always that 
no court shall enforce any such agreement if the court shall 
be of opinion that it will not be for the benefit of the infant 
or infants to give effect thereto.’ Farr, J., said that, 
though the Act refers in express terms only to deeds of 
separation, yet the court would decline to enforce the 
specific performance of an agreement to execute a deed 
which would violate the provisions of the Act. Bat in the 
case before him his lordship was of opinion, on the evidence, 
that it would be for the benefit of the infants that the 
mother should have the custody of them. He also expressed 
an opinion that the onus of showing that this would not be 
for the benefit of the infants was on those who disputed it. 
Specific performance was accordingly decreed. 


VENDOR AND PurcHAsSER—LimITED TirLE—ConpITION 
or SaLE—DEFECT DISCLOSED BY VENDOR.—In @ case of 
Smith v. Robinson, before Fry, J., on the 8th inst., the 
question was whether a condition of sale was binding on a 
purchaser of real estate. The condition provided that the 
abstract of title should commence with a deed dated the 
30th of December, 1877, and that no earlier or other title 
should be required orinquired into by the purchaser. The 
vendor's solicitor furnished the purchaser’s solicitor with 
an abstract of title beginning with a will dated in 1768 
(this being a copy of an abstract which had been furnished 
to the plaintiff when he bought the property), sending at 
the same time a letter, in which he said that he sent the 
the abstract ‘‘ without prejudice to the conditions of sale.” 
Among the deeds set forth in the abstract was a lease of 
the property, dated the 30th of December, 1853, from one 
Fish to one Fisher, for a term of thirty years from the 
25th of March, 1853, at a rent of £80. Fisher afterwards 
acquired the reversion in fee, and by his representatives 
the property had been sold to the present vendor. When 
the purchaser’s solicitor attended at the office of the 
vendor’s solicitor to examine the deeds, a bundle of deeds 
was handed to him, and in it ke discovered a deed not men- 
tioned in the abstract. This deed purported to be the 
counterpart of a lease, dated the 9th of April, 1851, by 
which one Smith demised the property to Fisher for a 
term of thirty-one years from the 25th of December, 1851, 
less seven days, at a rent of £49, the rent being reserved 
to Smith’s executors, administrators, or assigns. Upon 
this discovery being made the purchaser required to be 
satisfied that Smith’s own leasehold interest had been sur- 
rendered, and, the vendor not being able to give any satis- 
factory explanation, the purchaser refused to complete, 
and the action was brought by the vendor for specific 
performance of the contract for sale. Fry, J., held 
that, inasmuch as the defect in the title had not been dis- 
covered through any requisition or inquiry made by the 
purchaser, but had been disclosed by the vendor’s own act 





48 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 15, 1879, 

















the condition did not apply, and the purchaser was not 
bound by it. But, as the purchaser had stipulated originally 
for only a ten years’ title, his lordship held, as was held by 
the Court of Appeal in the recent case of In re Bannister (27 
W. R. 826, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 131, 23 Soxicrrors’ JovrNat, 
562), that he was only entitled to a good holding title. And 
he put the vendor to his election whether he would have his 
action dismissed with costs, or whether he would have an 
oe if he could make a good holding title to the property. 
If he elected to take the inquiry he must pay the costs of the 
action up to and including the trial. The subsequent costs 
would be reserved, with liberty to apply. His lordship was 
of opinion that the fact that the letter accompanying the 
abstract was expressed to be ‘without prejudice to the con- 
ditions of sale” could have no operation on the subsequent 
handing over of a deed which was not comprised in that ab- 
stract. 


PracticE—APPEAL From County CourT—ADJOURNMENT 
BY Vacation JuDGE—388 & 39 Vict. c. 50, s. 6.—In the 
case of Button v. The Woolwich Mutual Building Society, 
which was an appeal from the decision of the judge of the 
Greenwich County Court, application was made in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, on the 6th inst., for arule for a new 
trial. The case had been tried at Greenwich on October 15, 
when the county court judge non-suited the plaintiff. 
Application was thereupon duly made under 38 & 39 Vict. 
c. 50, s. 6, within eight days from this decision, for a new 
trial to Bowen, J., sitting at chambers as Vacation Judge. 
Bowen, J., adjourned the case in order that a copy of the 
judge’s notes might be obtained, and, the notes having been 
obtained, itcame on again before Lindley, J., sitting as Vacation 
Judge. Lindley, J., adjourned the case to be heard by the 
full court, and, in pursuance of his order, the application was 
now made. The court (Fretp and Manisty, JJ.) were, 
however, of opinion that they could not hear the motion. 
They had no criginal jurisdiction, for the eight days within 
which an appeal must be made had long elapsed. They 
had no jurisdiction, as a Court of Appeal, from the decision 
of the Vacation Judge. And the judge had no power to 
adjcurn the case to a full court, but was bound to hear the 
case out, the application having been rightly made to him in 
the first instance. They, therefore, refused to hear the 
motion. 





——— 





THE LANCASHIRE ASSIZES. 


Mr. Wii11am Barrett, president of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool, has received a letter from the principal 
secretary to the Lord Chancellor, in which be says:—‘‘ I am 
directed by the Lord Chancellor to acknowledge the receipt 
of your letter of the Ist inst. upon the subject of the civil 
assizes in Lancashire, and in reply to inform you that the next 
civil assize at Liverpool will be held during the winter cir- 
cuit, which beginsearlyin January next. The Lord Chancellor 
entirely agrees with the view of your society that there 
should be not less than three civil assizes in Lancashire 
during the year; but his lordship thinks that the institu- 
tion of a fourth civil assize which was advocated in the 
memorial of June last, and other communications from 
your society, is not possible with the existing staff of 
judges. The question, therefore, which had to be decided 
when the four annual assizes were instituted was at which 
three of them it was most desirable in the interests of the 
public and of the gentlemen practising in the courts at Liver- 
pool and Manchester that civil business should be taken. 
In consequence of a communication from the bar of the 
Northern Cirenit and the zecommendation of a committee 
of judges appointed to consider this subject, it was at first 
resolved that the three civil assizes in Lancasbire should be 
held during the autumn, winter, and summer circuits, Con- 
sequently such assizes were held in October, 1879, and in 
Janusry ard July of this year. Subsequently, however, it 
was pointed out by your society, in a letter forwarded to the 
Lord Chancellor by Mr. Rathbone, that, from considerations 
chiefly connected with the long vacation, the better arrange- 
ment would be that the civil assize should be held upon the 
winter, spring and summer circuits, and in accordance 
with that view, which seemed to be the one approved in 
Lancashire, it bas been determined to discontinue the 
holding of an agsize for civil business in October, and to 
= the three civil aseizes in January, Apri], and 
D 





Obituary. 


MR. HENRY SAUNDERS. 

Mr, Henry Saunders, solicitor, died at his residence, 
Franche, Kidderminster, on the 31st ult., after a few days” 
illness, in his eighty-first year. Mr. Saunders wag. 
admitted a solicitor in 1836, and had ever since prac. 
tised at Kidderminster. He was originally in partner. 
ship with the late Mr. Adams Yates Bird, the firm being 
afterwards joined hy Mr. George Adams Bird. He was ata 
later period associated with his son, Mr. Henry Saunders, 
jun. (who was for several years town clerk of Kidder. 
minster), and still more recently with Mr. Frederick Bur. 
cher. Mr. Saunders held a large number of public appoint- 
ments. He had been clerk to the guardians of the Kidder. 
minster Union ever since its formation, and he was also clerk 
to the Assessment Committee and Rural Sanitary Authority, 
and superintendent-registrar for the district. He was 
clerk to the borough and county magistrates, to the Kidder. 
minster Burial Board, to the feoffees of the Free Grammar 
School, and vestry clerk of the parish of Kidderminster. 
Mr. Saunders was an active supporter of the Conservative 
party in the district, but was very highly esteemed by alk 
parties, He was buried at Wolverley Church on the 3rd 
inst. The Board of Guardians and Burial Board have 
passed resolutions expressive of condolence with the family 
of the deceased. 


MR. JOHN CASE, 


Mr. John Case, solicitor, of Maidstone, died at his resi-- 
dence at East Farleigh, on the 5th inst., after a very shor 
illness. Mr. Case was the eldest son of Mr. William Case, 
controller of customs at Portsmouth, where he was born 
in 1803. He served his articles with his uncle, the late 
Mr. William Gunner, of Bishop Walthaw, and he was 
admitted a solicitor in 1825. A year or two later he 
settled at Maidstone, where he remained in practice until 
his death. He was in partnership with his sop, Mr,. 
Charles Alfred Case, who was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 
Mr. Case was a perpetual commissioner for the county of 
Kent, and held several important appointments. He had 
been for forty-four years clerk to the magistrates for the- 
borough of Maidstone, and he was also high bailiff of the 
Maidstone County Court, and clerk to the lieutenancy for 
Kent. He was solicitor and secretary to the Maidstone- 
Waterworks Company, of which undertaking he had been 
one of the principal promoters. For thirty-two years he- 
was honorary secretary to the Kent Law Society, and in 
1877 he resigned the office in favour of his son, and was 
presented by the members of the society with a handsome 
service of plate. Mr. Case was an active Liberal, and 
took a warm interest in local business. He was a member 
of the Maidstone School Board, and churchwarden of St.- 
Peter’s Parish. His death was very sudden. On Saturday, 
the 1st inst., he attended the borough petty sessions, but 
on the following Wednesday he died from erysipelas. He 
leaves ten children. He was buried at the Maidstone 
Cemetery on the 11th inst. 


MR. GEORGE BRIGHT FOOTNER. 


Mr. George Bright Footner, solicitor, of Romsey, died at: 
his residence at that place, on the 5th inst., from paralysia,. 
after only three days’ illness. Mr. Footner wag born in 
1801, was admitted a solicitor in 1823, and had practised: 
at Romsey for fifty-six years. He was a commissioner to 
administer oaths in the Supreme Conrt of Judicature, and 
& perpetual commissioner for Hampshire, and his private 
business was very extensive. He was for many years 
clerk to the Commissioners of Pavements for the borough 
of Romsey. He was associated in partnerehip with his: 
son Mr. George Maugham Footner, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1854, and is registrar of the Romsey County 
Court, and clerk to the Stockbridge Board of Guardiang and 
to the Romsey Highway Board. 


— 


[MR. FREDERICK CHARLES STEGGALL. 


Mr. Frederick Charles Steggall, solicitor, town clerk of 
Weymouth, died a few days ago at his residence, Rodwell) 
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Lodge, Weymouth. Mr. Steggall was admitted a solicitor in 
1829, and commenced to practise at Bury St. Edmunds, 
but two or three years later he removed to Weymouth, 
where he continued in practice until his death. He was 
elected town clerk of the borough in 1842, and held the 
office for thirty-seven years. He was also for several years 
clerk to the Local Board of Health, and he was a commis- 
sioer to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature and a perpetual commissioner for Dorsetshire. 
Mr. Steggall had been for several years associated in 
partnership with Mr. Pelly Hooper, the deputy-coroner for 
the Island of Portland. His health had been long failing 
and Mr. Hooper had acted as deputy town clerk. 


MR. WILLIAM WILSON, M.P. 


Mr. William Wilson, solicitor, M.P. for Donegal, died on 
the 8th inst. after a short illness. Mr. Wilson was the 
second son of Mr. William Wilson, solicitor, of Raphoe, 
Donegal, and he was born in 1836. He was educated at 
the Raphoe Royal School. He was admitted a solicitor in 
Ireland in 1860, and practised for several years at Raphoe. 
In August, 1876, on the death of Mr. Thomas Conolly, Mr. 
Wilson came forward as a candidate for the representation 
of the county of Donegal in the Conservative interest, and 
succeeded in defeating Mr. Thomas Lea by a majority 
of ninety-nine. He gave a general support to the present 
Government, though on a few questions (as in the case of 
the Ulster Tenant Right and the Burials Bill) he took an 
independent course. Mr. Wilson was a widower. 





Appuintnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Freperick Acton, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been 
elected Sheriff of the Town and County of the Town of Not- 
tingham for the ensuing year. Mr. Acton was admitted a 
solicitor in 1871, 


Mr. Lewis Bisuop, solicitor, of Llandilo, has been unani- 
mously elected Clerk to the County Magistrates at that 
place, in succession to Mr. Nathaniel Davies, deceased. Mr. 

ishop was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and is registrar of 
the Llandilo County Court. 


The Rev. ALFRED TuEoruitus Lee, LL.D., has been 
elected Preacher to the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn, in 
succession to the Ven. James Augustus Hessey, D.C.L., 
resigned. 

Mr. Josep Maxrnson, barrister, has been appointed a 
Magistrate for Lancashire. Mr. Makinson was educated at 
Owens College, Manchester, and was formerly scholar of 
Clare College, Cambridge, where he graduated as a senior 
optime in 1859. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in Trinity Term, 1864, and was a member of the Northern Cir- 
cuit, practising locally at Manchester. He was for several 
years deputy-coroner for that city, and, in July, 1878, he 
Was appointed stipendiary magistrate for the borough of 
alford, 


Mr. Hueu Nevitte, barrister, has been appointed Assis- 
tant-Secretary to the Royal Commission on Agriculture. 
Mr. Neville is a graduate of Exeter College, Oxford. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 
1875, and he is a member of the Western Circuit. 


Mr. Girzs Srmonps, solicitor, of Dorchester, has been 
elected Clerk to the Governing Body of the Dorchester 
Grammar School. Mr. Symonds is town clerk of Dorchester, 
clerk to the borough and county magistrates, registrar of the 
Dorchester County Court, district registrar under the Judica- 
ture Acts, and one of the coroners for the county. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1834, and is in partnership with his 
=, he Henry Symonds, who is clerk to the Stretton School 

joard, 


Mr. Gzorcz Wuaxz, solicitor, of 3, Furnival’s-inn, and 
of Woolwich, has been elected Clerk to the Plumstead 
District Board of Works, in succession to Mr. William Farn- 
— deceased. Mr. Whale was admitted a solicitor in 





LEGAL MAYORS. 


Mr. Jonn Drincuey, solicitor (of the firm of White & 
Dingley), of Launceston, has been elected Mayor of that 
borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Dingley is clerk to the 
Launceston Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1851, and is in partnership with Mr. George Graham White, 
the registrar of the Launceston County Court. 


Mr. Grorce Henry GaRRarD, solicitor (of the firm of 
New, Prance, & Garrard), of Evesham and Alcester, has 
been elected Mayor of the Borough of Evesham for the third 
time. Mr. Garrard was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and is 
clerk to the Evesham Highway Board, and the Bengeworth 
Burial Board. His senior partner, Mr. Herbert New, is 
registrar of the Evesham County Court. 


Mr. Gzorce Deverevcx Harrison, solicitor, of Welchpool, 
has been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Harrison was admitted a solicitor in 1871, and is 
registrar of the Welchpool County Court, and clerk to the 
county magistrates. 

Mr. Joun Hotyoake, solicitor, of Droitwich, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the fourth time. Mr. 
Holyoake was admitted a solicitor in 1838. 

Mr. Freperick JoHNson, solicitor, of Faversham, has 
been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Johnson was admitted a solicitor in 1868, and is one of 
the borough aldermen. 

Mr. WitxramM Nicuots Marcy, solicitor, of Bewdley, has 
been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Marcy was admitted a solicitor in 1834, and is clerk of 
the peace for Worcestershire, and clerk to the county magis« 
trates at Bewdley. 

Mr, Bensamin ManrsHat1, solicitor, of Barnsley, has been 
re-elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Marshall was admitted a solicitor in 1832, and is in partner 
ship with Mr. James Ownsworth. 

Mr. Henry Rance, solicitor, of Cambridge and Ely, has 
been re-elected Mayor of the Borough of Cambridge for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Rance is one of the borough aldermen. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1828, and is in partnership 
with his son, Mr. Henry William Henniker Rance. 

Mr. Henry Marriorr Ricwarpson, solicitor, of Bolton, 
has been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Richardson was admitted a solicitor in 1847, and is one 
of the borough aldermen. 

Mr. Pamir Prorneroe Smirn, solicitor, of Truro, has 
been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Smith is the brother of the Right Hon. Sir Montague 
Smith. He was admitted a solicitor in 1832, and is one of 
the borough aldermen, and secretary to the Vice- Warden of 
the Stannaries. 

Mr, AtFrep Oxnarp Smira, solicitor (of the firm of 
Watson & Smith), of Durham, has been elected Mayor of 
that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Smith is deputy clerk 
of the peace, and acting under-sheriff of the county of 
Durham. He was admitted a solicitor in 1873, and is in 
partnership with Mr. John Watson, who is registrar of the 
Durham Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Tuomas STEPHENSON, solicitor (of the firm of Eldridge 
& Stephenson), of Beverley, Hull, and Hornsea, has been 
elected Mayor of the Borough of Beverley for the ensuing 
year. Mr, Stephenson is one of the borough aldermen. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1871, and isin partnership with 
Mr. John Robert Westerdale Eldridge. 

Mr. Georce Wittiam Txomas,“’solicitor, of Boston, has 
been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Thomas was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 

Mr, ARTHUR VIzARD, solicitor, of Monmouth, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Vizard was admitted a solicitor in 1868, and is in partnership 
with Mr, John Endell Powles, 

Mr. Henry Money Warnwaient, solicitor, of Dudley, 
has been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Wainwright was admitted a solicitor in 
1836, 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 
James James and Tuomas Horwoop, solicitors, Ayles 
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bury (James Horwood). June 30. (Alister Macfarquhar 
James and Thomas Horwood will carry on the business in 
partnership). (Gazette, November 7.) 

Epwin SINGLETON and Gxrorce Martinson, solicitors, 
Kingston-upon-Haull (Singleton & Martinson), November 1. 
(Gazette, November 7.) 

Russext H. W. Biecs and Joun A. Smrra, solicitors, Har- 
rington-street, Liverpool, and 103, Park-road, Toxteth-park, 
(Biggs, Smith, & Co). October 29. (Gazette, November 7.) 

CHaRLEs OLpHaM and WILLIAM ALLITr CANNING, solici- 
tors, 40, Parade, Leamington (Oldham & Cann ing). 
October 15. (Gazette, November 11.) 








Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock CoMPANIEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


British AND Foreign Fire Orrice, Limitep.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated July 1, appointed Jonn Earle Hodges, Abchurch lane, 
to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Dec 6, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
and claims, to the above. Dec 22, at 11, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

British SEAMLESS ParpeR Box Company, Limitep.—The M.R. has 
fixed Nov 17, at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

Frenco Fruit aND VEGETABLE Export ComPANY (LATE CHAMPAGNE 
Pere), Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Nov 4, directed 
to be heard before V.C. Bacon, on Nov 15. Smailman, Queen st, 
Cheapside, solicitor for the petitioner 

Lonpon anpD Patatine Fire Insurance Company, Limitep.—V.C. 
Hall has fixed Nov 18, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of 
an official liquidator 

WesTMINsTER AgsocraTION, Limitrep.—The M.R. has fixed Nov 19, at 
12, for the appointment ofa liquidator 

[ Gazette, Nov. 7.} 

Core Harnovur Lanp Company, Limirep.—V.C. Bacon has, by an 
order dated Aug 9, appointed Charles Chatteris, Queen Victoria st, 
to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Jan 5, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to the above, Mar 12, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Lovta anp East Coast Rattway Company.—Petition presented Oct 
10, praying the confirmation of a scheme of arrangement, directed to 
be heard before V.C. Malins, on Nov 28. Any person who may be 
desirous to oppose the making of an order for the confirmation should 
enter an appearance at the office of the Clerks of Records and Writs, 
on or before Nov 25, Kime, Bedford row, agent fur Wilson and Son, 
Louth, solicitors for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Nov. 11.] 


County PatatINnE or LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Rocupatz Parer Manvuracturine Company, Limirep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Nev 8, directed to be heard before the V.C., 
on Nov 24, at Stone buildings, Lincoln’s inn, at 10.30. Addleshaw 
and Warburton, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Nov. 11.] 
FRIENDLY SociEeTIES DISSOLVED, 

Manreate INDUSTRIAL Co-OPERATIVE Society, Luwirep, High st, Mar- 

gate, Kent. Nov5 
(Gazette, Nov. 7.] 
Morvat Frienpry Socrery, Blackett st, Newcastle-on-Tyne. Nov 7 
{ Gazette, Nov. 11.]} 





In the course of the Wisi Prius sitting at Westminster, 
on Wednesday, Mr. Justice Denman said he had been asked 
by Mr. Justice Field, who had finished his list, to send a 
case down tohim. Mr. Kemp, Q.C., appealed to his lord- 
ship not to send from his court the sole remaining case. 
Two cases in which he was engaged with the same janior 
had purposely been put in the same list, so that both 
might have proper attention. His junior had handed his 
brief over to a gentleman to take a note, and was himself 
engaged. elsewhere. Mr. Justice Denman said that 
attorneys ought to know that some gentlemen were in 
such practice that they could not attend to their cases in 
Westminster Hall. It was really a disgrace tu the bar 
that they accepted briefs and left them at Westminster 
Hall while they were elsewhere. The taxing masters 
were lenient as to the number of counsel allowed for the 
express purpose of meeting such a difficulty as the present. 
He could not blame Mr. Kemp in the matter, as he had 
done all that Jay in his power. Hardship might be the 
result were he to send the case to Mr. Justice Field, but 
he felt very strongly on the subject. 





Sucteties. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery. 
lane, London, on Wednesday, the 12th inst., the following 
directors being present:—Messrs. Asker (of Norwich), 
Brook, Hedger, Kays, Keen, Pennington, Price, Rickman, 
Roscoe, Smith, Styan, Veley (of Chelmsford), Williamson, 
and Woolbert (Mr. Eiffe, secretary). Mr. Sidney Smith 
was elected chairman, and Mr. John Lewis (of Wrexham) 
was elected deputy-chairman of the board for the ensuing 
year. A sumof £370 was distributed in grants of assis. 
tance among necessitous members of the profession and 
their widows and families ; twelve gentlemen were admitted 
members of the association ; and other general business 
transacted. 


—————$—____ —- —__= 


BOLTON INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The following is the annual report of the committee, 
for the year ending October 31, 1879:— 

Your committee have to state that the duties devolving 
upon them ‘appertaining to the internal economy of this 
society, in gradually getting the same into working order 
during the ten months that have elapsed since its incorpora- 
tion, have occupied much time and attention. They believe 
that they have succeeded in establishing this society in good 
working order; and with the ground thus prepared, and 
with a hope that their successors in office will gradually 
carry out all the objects mentioned in the memorandum of 
association, they present the following report to the society. 

Incorporation of the Society and Members.—The incor- 
poration of this society took place January 10, 1879, and the 
readiness of the members of the old society to contribute 
towards the expenses of incorporation, coupled with the fact 
of all the old members (except two) and eleven new members, 
having joined this society, confirms the policy of those who 
advocated its incorporation. 

This society numbers fifty-five members, and comprises 
all the practising solicitors in Bolton but ten, three of whom 
have recently intimated their intention shortly to apply for 
admission, 

Obituzry.—The profession has sustained a severe loss in 
the death on the 27th of November, 1878, of John Gordon, 
Esq., late clerk of the peace and vice-president of the old 
society, in which he always took a strong and personal 
interest, and in the committee of which he was an energetic 
and valuable member for many years. He was a warm 
advocate for the incorporation of the society, and had he 
lived a few months longer would have seen his wishes 
gratified, and have also completed his fiftieth year of prac- 
tice in this town. ‘Those who have associated with him in 
practice will ever remember him with a kindly feeling, and, 
by all, his name will ever be remembered with respect. 

Finance.—The treasurer’s accounts are appended; they 
have been audited under article 17. 

The balance of £26 6s, 8d. due to the treasurer November 


| 1, 1878, has been wiped off, and there is a balance in hand 


of £13 4s. 1d. 

Library.—The third object of the memorandum of incor- 
poration, namely, the acquisition of the library, has been 
attained, and the library is now the property of this 
society. 

Bye-laws for its use have been made and issued to mem- 
bers, and came into operation on the 1st day of November, 
1879. Your committee have considered it desirable to im- 
pose small fines for detention of books, not so much with 
the object of gaining income as to secure the due return of 
books, and to avoid the complaints which have been hither- 
to made of undue detention. 

Your committee, although empowered to impose an 
annual subscription on all members using the library, have 
considered it impolitic so to do, and have thrown open the 
library to all the members of this society free of charge. 

Owing to the balance against the society at the com- 
mencement of the year, and the extraordinary expenses 
necessarily incurred in incorporating the society, beyond 
those which have been met by contributions, your com- 
mittee have been unable to purchase any new treatises. 
They hope, however, that the funds will permit the addition 
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of new books to the library during the year commencing 
November 1, 1879. 

Points of Practice.—Your committee have not been re- 
quired to exercise any of the powers committed to them 
under the 3rd, 6th, or 12th head of article 24. 

Proceedings were taken by the Incorporated Law Society 
of the United Kingdom against Walter Scowcroft (who is 
referred to in the report of las: year) at the instance of the 
old society, and he was struck off the rolls in March last. 

Articled Clerks. —There are now twenty-one articled 
clerks in Bolton, as against twenty-eight in November, 
1878, one clerk has been articled since 1st of November, 
1878, and six have passed their final examination, of whom 
Thomas Rothwell Haslam (articled to Mr. Ramwell), and 
James Hamilton Clegg (articled to Mr. John Hall) respect- 
ively gained honours and the Incorporated Law Society’s 
Prize of £5 5s. in books. Four clerks have been admitted 
solicitors. 

In last year’s report of the committee of the old society, 
the Bolton Articled Clerks’ Society (established in 1876) was 
alluded to as having been well supported and promising to 
be successful. Your committee are glad to find that the 
society is undoubtedly becoming well established and pro- 
ductive of much good to its members. They would urge 
apon the members of this society the desirability of en- 
couraging the articled clerks in their endeavours to im- 
prove themselves by personally attending their meetings 
occasionally. 

The vice-president, Thos. Holden, Esq., has kindly 
promised £5 5s. to be appropriated for prizes in books to 
be given to articled clerks on conditions to be settled by 
the president of the Articled Clerks’ Society, and has also 
presented to the library a set of the Law Magazine for the 
ase of articled clerks as well as members. ‘ 

Conditions of Sale.—At the last annual meeting of the old 
society, acommittee was appointed with instructions to 
settle finally the draft conditions of sale which it was 
ordered should be adopted by the society. Owing to the 
death of one of the committee and the retirement from the 
society of another, before the conditions were settled, your 
committee, under article 21, No. 5, apppointed a sub-com- 
mittee who have finally settled such draft conditions of 
sale, and the same will be submitted to the annual general 
meeting for confirmation and adoption. 

Appointment of Oficers and Committee.—By article 20 the 
officers all retire from office at the annual general meeting 
but are re-eligible provided they remain members of the 
committee. One-third of the committee also retire from 
office but are re-eligible. 

Their names having been determined by the committee 
are as follows:—Thomas Lever Rushton, ‘thomas Holden, 
James Greenhalgh, John Hall. 

Auditors.—By article 17 two auditors, being members not 
on the committee, are to be appointed at the annual general 
meeting. 

The Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom.— 
The vice-president, Mr. Holden, attended the annual meeting 
at Cambridge, on October 7 and 8 last, as the representative 
of this society. 

Rules of Practice.—Your committee by virtue of the powers 

reposed in them under article 21, No. 3, have re-established 
a8 rules in practice certain resolutions which were made bind- 
ing upon the members of the old society in November, 1875, 
and which are contained in No. 16 of the rules of the old 
society. Any member can have a copy on applying to the 
hon. secretary. 
R Your committee also, on April 16, 1879, passed the follow- 
ing resolution relative to the attestation of the execution of 
bills of sale:—‘‘ That in the opinion of this committee it is 
not desirable for any member of this society to attest the 
execution of any bill of sale pursuant to section 10 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, unless such bill of sale has been 
prepared by a practising solicitor, and that the fee for such 
attestation only should not be less than 6s, 8d.” 

Salford Hundred Court of Record.—Your committee have 


‘Considered it desirable in the interests of the public to 


endeavour to obtain an order of the court limiting the costs 
in all cases when the debt sued for does not exceed £10 to 


‘the scale of the county court costs. With this object a 


eputation waited upon the deputy-registrar of the court on 


“the 28th of October, 1879 ; and the matter is now under con- 


sideration, and your committee hope .the result may prevent 





“the recurrence of well-grounded complaints of excessive costs | 


hitherto made in actions in that court. 


“aw Student’s Sourwal. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES’ CONGRESS. 


The first of a series of three meetings of a general congress 
of the various law students’ societies in England, convened 
under the auspices of the United Law Students’ Society, 
London, was held at the Law Institution on Friday week, at 
two o'clock, under the presidency of John Moxon Clabon, 
Esq., solicitor, vice-president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, when delegates from eighteen societies attended. 

The CuairMAN, in his opening address, said that the 
education of law students had received a great deal of his 
attention during recent years. Speaking from his owa 
experience, he would recommend them to attend diligently to 
practice during their articles, to read twice the necessary law 
books, and to avoid the banefal system of cramming, which 
tended to create habits of indolence, inasmuch as the student 
delayed commencing his studies, trusting with the help of a 
crammer to get through at last. When he was a student, 
there were lectures and a final examination only, a prelimi- 
nary examination on subjects of general education was first 
added ; and then the intermediate on specified books to come 
about the middle of the articles, so that the pupil must have 
done something during the first half of his time. Lectures 
were then introduced, to which classes had been since added, 
and subsequently special lectures to students for the inter- 
mediate examination, and finally honours examinations were 
to begin with 1880. Therefore a great improvement had 
taken place in the education of law students within the last 
thirty or forty years; but still he believed any suggestions 
which the congress might make fer the improvement of the 
lectures, classes, and examinations would receive great 
attention on the part of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society. 

Mr. F. J. Lestte then read a paper on the subject of 
“The Present Education of Articled Clerks, with Special 
Reference to the Examinations of the Incorporated Law 
Society.” The present preliminary examination, he thought, 
was not sufficient to test the student’s capabilities for the sub- 
sequent practice of the profession. Its failure was notorious, 
and he would suggest that it be raised to the standard of 
what was known as a liberal education, comprising a know- 
ledge of the English language, algebra, and geometry, 
subjects which could not be learned by rote in two or three 
weeks. A too easy preliminary examination, also, would be 
the cause of students not being kept so long at school as they 
otherwise would be, as a boy of fifteen or sixteen could 
easily pass the examination, and then he was taken from 
school and immediately articled. Passing to the actual 
service of the clerk under articles, he could only 
express his surprise at the total absence of any organized 
system of training for him. Too much stress ‘was 
laid in this respect upon the neglect of the principals. He 
would advocate the appointment by the Law Society 
of gentlemen in various parts of the country to deliver 
lectures on the principles of jurisprudence and of law 
to students in the first year of their articles; let 
attendance at a certain number of lectures be made 
compulsory, and every articled clerk pass an exami- 
nation at the end of the first year on the subject of the 
lectures. Then a preliminary examination might still be 
held at the expiration of half of the term of the articles; but 
it would be a great advantage to haveareader or tutor 
appointed to whom, at stated times, the student might resort 
for assistance in his reading. With regard to the examina- 
tion itself it should be more severe, and should last for two 
days. He would strongly urge upon the Incorporated Law 
Society the desirability of making the intermediate examina- 
tion competitive and of providing a series of prizes. A fund 
for that purpose might be raised by each law students’ 
society guaranteeing a sum of £5 a year. In that way about 
£130 could be raised, and he was sure the prize would be 
regarded as worth working for. With regard to the institu- 
tion of a distinct examination for honours, that had met with 
almost unanimous approval, but he suggested that the field 
of examination was too wide, and tended to encourage a 
superficial knowledge of a great variety of subjects. The 
candidate should be allowed only to take up a certain 
number of subjects, the choice being left to his own discre- 
tion, and an option should be given of taking either of the 
three divisions of probate and divorce, admiralty, and 
ecclesiastical law. He would also recommend that the 
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honours examination shonld be limited to those who had 
already passed, and that it should not be held till the result 
of the final examination was known. 

Mr. Baynes W. Sumerruwaite (Leeds). then proposed 
the following resolutions for discussion :— 

‘*That the provisions now made for the education of 
articled clerks require extension and amendment, and that 
the special attention of the Incorporated Law Society should 
be at once directed to the attainment of the following 
objects :— 

**(1) The imposition of a more severe test of general 
education than that of the preliminary examination as now 
conducted. 

** (2) The institution of a separate examination in the 
principles of general jurisprudence, to be passed at the expira- 
tion of the first year of service. 

‘“* (3) The classification according to merit of successful 
candidates at the intermediate examination, and the award of 
prizes to those deserving such distinction. 

‘*(4) The excision of the subjects of probate and divorce, 
admiralty, and ecclesiastical law from the honour subjects at 
the final examination, since, in the opinion of this congress, 
an acquaintance with them, whilst generally useless, is 
necessarily acquired at the expense of a sound knowledge of 
the more important subjects of common law, equity, and 
conveyancing. 

(5) The introduction of vivd voce in every examination 
in legal subjects.” 

Mr. A, Wuitencuse (Wolverhampton), in seconding the 
resolutions, supported the introduction of a severer pre- 
liminary examination, and deprecated the system of making 
known the books on which the examinations would be held. 
He did not think a student could be expected to pass an 
examination in general jurisprudence at the end of the first 
year of service, but he heartily supported the suggestion as 
to the awarding of prizes in the third resolution. He could 
not support the excision of probate and divorce law from the 
honours examination, inasmuch as the necessity for a know- 
ledge of the branch occurred in every practice occasionally ; 
but that did not apply to admiralty and ecclesiastical. He 
could not support the introduction of viva voce because he 
thought it would tend to increase cramming. The questions 
at present asked at examinations were of a too crammed 
character, and it was impossible for the student to answer them 
in the time allotted unless he had got them put in his mind. 

questions should be of a character to show that the 
student not merely knew the law but understood it. For 
instance, a lithographed abstract might be prepared and the 
student required to draw a draft upon it. 

Mr. G. Bateman Napizr (hon. secretary of the Law 
Students’ Debating Society, London) thought they had made 
out at least a primd facie case for a severer preliminary 
examination. The better education of the law student was a 
means of improving the stvtus of the profession, and would 
tend to keep out of the profession incompetent persons, 
For a fairly educated man five years of articles was too 
long, but the term could not be shortened unless a higher 
standard of proficiency were required before entering into 
them. If a severer preliminary examination were enforced, 
the term of the articles should then be reduced to four years, 
for members of universities to three years, and no clerk 
should enter into articles till eighteen years of age. On the 
whole he gave the proposed reforms his hearty support. 

Mr. J. B. Wazetwericut (Bradford), in supporting the 
first resolution, advocated the abolition of judges’ orders for 
the admission of ten-year’s men; but as to the second resolu- 
tion, thought what was required was rather the improve- 
ment of the present examinations than the institution of 
fresh ones. The country articled clerks should be more 
considered. In the last equity paper, for instance, the 
question was put: “ Sketch the form of a notice of motion 
for an injunction against an obstruetion of light and air 
where such notice is served by special leave, and with copy 
of the writ in the aetion.” He guaranteed that not one 
countryman had ever seen suchathing. With regard to the 
honours examination he thought the probate and divorce 
should be retained, but not admiralty and ecclesiastical, as 
it was only in a very few offices that a knowledge of them 
could be attained. 

Mr. J. T. Grezw (Sunderland) thought that, instead of 
raising the standard of examinations, they shoald turn 
their attention to improving the system of education of 
law students, by (for instance) the introduction of a system 








of compulsory law lectures, He would retain the subject: 
of admiralty law in the honours examination. 

Mr. C. Jonnston Epwarbs (Birmingham) moved as an 
amendment to the first resolution the addition of the words, 
‘*and the application of such improved test to all persons 
other than those who are exempted therefrom by reason of 
having passed one of those examinations, the passing of 
which confers the privilege of such exemption.’’ He also 
moved as an additional resolution, ‘‘ That it is expedient. 
that greater attention should be given to the character of 
the questions asked at the final examination, so as so far 
as possible to decrease the evil of cramming which has. 
taken so great a hold of law students.” 

Mr. Tuos. W. Barney (Wolverhampton) seconded the 
amendments. 

Mr. G. L. Contins (Liverpool) was in favour of the 
retention of admiralty law in the honours examination, 
but that the students should have the option of choosing 
their subjects. 

Mr. F. J. Lestie (Liverpool), in order to meet the ob- 
jections which seemed to be made to the retention of the 
subjects named in the fourth resolution, would move the fol- 
lowing amendment: “ That a candidate at the final examina- 
tion for honours should be allowed to present himself for ex- 
amination in one only of the following subjects, probate, 
divorce, admiralty, and ecclesiastical law, the selection to 
be in his own discretion.” 

Mr. G. L. Couuins (Liverpool) seconded the amend-. 
ment. 

The discussion was continued by Messrs. Thos. H. Bay- 
ley (Wolverhampton), W.C. H. Cross (Bristol), and W. 
Showell Rogers (Birmingham). 

Mr. C. F. Bennett (Sheffield), moved as an additional 
resolution :— 

“ That at the intermediate examination a sufficient num- 
ber of questions were not asked to test the knowledge of the 
student on the work selected by the examiner.” 

Mr. W. T. Burpexrtn (Sheffield) seconded the resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. W. C. Owen (United Law Students’ Society, London} 
defended the imposition of a severer preliminary examina- 
tion, on the ground that it was fairer to the student tham 
inducing him to enter the profession by passing an easy 
preliminary examination, and then for him to find at the end 
of his term that he was incapable of passing the final. With: 
reference to the second resolution on the paper, he should 

ropose that the words ‘‘elementary principles of common. 
law, conveyancing, and equity,’’ be substituted for ‘‘ general 
jurisprudence.” Amongst students it was a recognized thing: 
that the first year and a half was devoted to studying the 
principles of law, and that was the principle that should be 
applied to all legal education. Then, having secured the 
studying of general principles by examination, the subsequent. 
examinations should not include all sorts of different branches. 
because that would occupy the student’s time just when he 
was becoming of real use to his employer, and when he 
had a good opportunity of becoming acquainted with the 
practice. 

The hour of adjournment having arrived, the further de- 
bate was adjourned till the evening on the motion of Mr. 
BatemMaN Napier, seconded by Mr. H, Barzer (Notting- 

m). 

A vote of thanks to the presidennt for his services in the 
chair was moved by Mr. C. T. Bennurr (Sheffield), seconded 
by Mr. W. Starer (Manchester), and carried with acclama- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN, in returning thanks, expressed a hope that 
the general subject of legal education would profit by the 
meeting of the congress, and he would teke care that what- 
ever resolutions were sent to the Law Society should be duly 
debated by the Education Committee. 


The second meeting was held at seven o'clock, when Mr. 
T. Bateman Napier presided. 

The CuarrMAN having explained the reason why the com~ 
mittee had thought it advisable that the r¢presentatives of 
the London societies should preside over the second and third 
meetings of the congress, the debate on the resolutions and 
amendments proposed at the first meeting was resumed by 
Messrs. H. Barper (Nottingham), G. F, Hirst (Bradford), 
and Mr. J. S. Rupensrern (London), who supported the 
introduction of vivd voce examination, on the ground that it- 
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would encourage articled clerks in acquiring a facility of 
h which would be of great odeantaap to them in their 
r life. 

Mr. Geo. E. Weare (Bristol) objected strongly to vivd 
voce examination, on the ground that it would act unfairly to 
those gentlemen who were of a retiring disposition. If it 
was intended to foster fluency of speech let that be made the 
subject of examination. He also objected to the term 
“generally useless,” in the fourth resolution, as applied to 
admiralty law. It was part of the county court practice, 
and he should vote for its retention as one of the subjects of 
the honours examination, 

The Chairman then proceeded to put the various resolutions 
and amendments to the vote. 

Mr. Edwards’ amendment to the first resolution having 
been carried by seventeen to five, the resolution as amended 
was put as a substantive motion and stood as follows: — 

“That the provisions now made for the education of 
articled clerks require extension and amendment, and that 
the special attention of the Incorporated Law Society should 
be at once directed to the attainment of the following 
objects :— 

(1) The imposition of a more severe test of general 
education than that of the preliminary examinations as 
now conducted, and the application of such improved test to 
all persons other than those who are exempted therefrom by 
reason of having passed one of the examinations, the passing 
of which now confers the privilege of such exemption.” 

Mr. Owen’s amendment to the second resolution was then 
put and carried by fourteen to nine, the resolution as 
amended standing as follows:— 

(2) The institution of a separate examination in the 
elementary principles of common law, conveyancing, and 
equity, to be passed at the expiration of the first year of 
service.” 


The third resolution, “The classification according to 
merit of successful candidates at the intermediate examina- 
tion, and the award of the prizes to those deserving such 
destinction,” was then carried unanimously. 

Mr. Leslie’s amendment to the fourth resolution was 
then put, and on a division declared to be lost. 

The excision of all the three subjects—viz., probate and 
divorce, admiralty, and ecclesiastical law—was then put to 
the vote, when the votes were ten for and fourteen against ; 
one only voted in favour of the excision of probate and 
divorce; and sixteen for and six against omitting admiralty 

w. The congress were unanimous in favour of excising 
ecclesiastical law, and the motion was then carried unani- 
mously as follows:— 

(4) The excision of the subjects of admiralty and 
ecclesiastical law from the honour subjects at the final 
examination, since, in the opinion of this congress, an ac- 
quaintance with them, whilst generally useless, is necessarily 
acquired at the expense of a sound knowledge of the more 
important subjects of common law, equity, and conveyanc- 
in: ” 


é fifth resolution, ‘‘ The introduction"of vive voce into 
every examination in legal subjects,” was then put and 
declared to be lost, three only voting in its favour. 

., The next resolution was then carried unanimously, ‘* That 

it is expedient that greater attention should be given to the 

ter of the questions asked at the final examination in 

order, as far as possible thereby, to decrease the evil of 

cramming which has taken so great a hold on law students.’’ 

Mr. Bennett’s resolution was then put, but rejected by 
een to nine. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Law Institu- 
tion, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday last. The subject 
appointed for the evening’s debate—‘‘ Should the right of 
action for breach of promise of marriage be restricted to 
the actual pecuniary loss sustained by the injured 
Party ?’’—was opened by Mr. G. H. Radford, LL.B., in 
&n amusing speech, the tenor of which was slightly 
affirmative. The speaker urged that whilst the injury 
Wrought to a woman by the breach of a promise to marry 
was in very many cases considerable, yet the majority of 

actions were brought by designing and worthless 
females, and that the better class of young ladies would 
not be prevailed upon to take vengeance through the arm 
of the law. Mr. Stirling and Mr. Kirk followed upon the 








same side, urging, amongst other things, that the damages: 
in this action were incapable of reasonable estimation, 
and that gross injustice was usually perpetrated by the 
verdicts of juries. Mr. Manton, in an able ad 
replied to the previous speakers, and was followed by Mr. 
Mills, who supported the affirmative, and in doing so 
related various extraordinary and entertaining anecdotes. 
Messrs. Bateman Napier, F. J. Green, Sargeant, and J. A. 
Neale then upheld the negative of the question, and 
Messrs. Cowdell and Barry spoke in the affirmative. Mr. 
Radford replied, and the question, on being put to the 
meeting, was decided in the affirmative. 


Ean 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


A meeting of the above society was held on Wednesday 
evening last at Clement’s-inn Hall, when the following sub- 


ject was debated—viz., “That in all schools supported by 


the State, the education should be of a purely secular 
character.” Mr. Shirley Shirley opened the debate in the 
affirmative, and a spirited discussion followed, in which 
Messrs. E. F. Spence, E. H. Pickersgill, R. G. Templer, 
W. Dowson, and A. D, Maclaren supported the opener, and 
Messrs. S. A. Jones, &. Ward, A. St. J. Stephenson, 
A, Derry, and Parker Seeton opposed. Mr. Shirley Shirley 
having replied, and the chairman (Mr. Barren) summed up, 
the motion was put to the vote and carried by a majority of 
three, On Wednesday next the subject for debate will be 
*¢'That the action for breach of promise of marriage should 
be abolished.” Mr. F. B. Moyle will open, and Messrs. 
J. M. McColla and S. A. Jones are also deputed to speak 
upon the motion, There will also be a committee meeting 
upon this evening. 


ae 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 


The second meeting of the session of this society was held 
on Tuesday evening last at the Law Library, Cross-street 
Chambers, when, in the first instance, the chair was taken 
by L. Stocks, Esq., solicitor, of Manchester. The minutes ef 
the last meeting having been read by the hon. sec. (Mr. 
T. W. Millar) and passed, and other formal business trans- 
acted, the chair was taken by James Cottingham, Esq.,. 
barrister-at-law, deputy-recorder of Wigan. The question 
for discussion was as follows: — Has a tenant from year to 
year, who holds over after the detérmination of his tenancy, 
and so becomes a tenant at sufferance, a right to remove 
fixtures during the time he continues in possession as such 
tenant at sufferance?” Mr. Law opened the debate in 
favour of the affirmative, and was followed by Messrs. Price, 
Lowndes, J. C. Wilson, Hodgkinson, and Butcher. Mr. 
Rycroft undertook the negative side of the question, and was 
supported by Messrs. A. Smith, Hardman, and Hislop. 
Mr. Law having replied, the chairman summed up in favour 
of the affirmative. and the question having been put to the 
meeting was decided in the affirmative by a majority of 
fourteen, A vote of thanks to the chairman, proposed by 
Mr. a seconded by Mr. Marshall, brought the meeting. 
to a close. 








Solicitors’ Cases. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
Nov. 10.—Miller v. Davies. 


This was an action brought by a solicitor against 
a client to recover the sum of £63 103. The jury 
found a verdict for the plaintiff, and the question for 
the court was whether a certain sum of £25 had 
been taken by the plaintiff in acoord and satisfaction. 
Tt appeared that in February, 1877, the plaintiff 
wrote to the defendant for a cheque to balance his costs. 
The defendant asked for a reduction to be made in the 
amount, and the plaintiff, after considering the matter, 
wrote on the 14th of March, 1877, offering to accept a 
cheque for £60, thereby making a considerable reduction, 
The defendant wrote asking for a farther reduction. This 
the plaintiff declined, but repeated his offer to accept £50- 
in discharge. After some farther correspondence, the de- 
fendant wrote to the plaintiff on the 24th of March, 1877, a 
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etter containing these words :—‘‘ However, in order to 
yput an end to this if you will, receive the enclosed in 
settlement—viz., £25, of course without prejudice ;” and 
a cheque for £25 was enclosed. This cheque was refused 
by the plaintiff as asettlement, but was detained by him on 
account, and on the 26th of March he wrote informing the 
defendant that he declined to accept the cheque in dis- 
charge, but had placed it to his (defendant’s) credit. He 
also stated that unless the defendant paid the additional 
£25, he should withdraw the offer he had made. On the 
27th of March the defendant replied requesting theplaintiff 
to return the cheque if he would not accept it in satis- 
faction. To this letter the plaintiff made no reply, and it 
was proved at the trial that the plaintiff had cashed the 
“Cheque before it was demanded. The jury found a verdict 
for the plaintiff. The Common Pleas Division had granted 
@ new trial, and the plaintiff appealed to this court. 

Willis, Q.C., and Tindal Atkinson, for the plaintiff, 
urged that, technically, he had done wrong in detaining 
the cheque, but morally, and as a man of business, he had 
done right. 

Kemp, Q.C., and R. 0. B. Lane, for the defendant, con- 
tended that at the trial the correspondence had not been 
properly left to the jury at all, inasmuch as the learned 
judge, when so doing, had expressed a very strong view 
against the defendant. 

The Court (Jesset, M.R., and Bramwett and Brett, 
‘L.JJ.) regretted that the reasons for the decision of the court 
below bad not been laid before them. They were of opinion 
that the letters brought before them did not form accord 
and satisfaction, and that the subsequent conduct of the 
plaintiff did not bind him so as to make him agree to the 
terms proposed. The terms of the question left to the 
jury were not complained of except that the learned judge 
left it with a strong expression of opinion, in which opinion, 
however, the jury agreed. The strong expression of a 


judge was not a misdirection, and therefore the rule for a 
new trial must be discharged.— Times. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
(Before HuppieEston, B., and Hawk1ns, J.) 
Nov. 9.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor. 


There was an action on some bills of exchange brought 
‘by Stogdon against one Hopcraft, and jadgment was signed 
on those bills under order 14, whereupon the defendant 
took out a summons to set this judgment aside, on the 
grounds of irregularity and breach of faith, and the master 
made an order granting the summons in consequence of 
certain matters appearing in an affidavit. The plaintiff then 
appealed to Field, J., who made an order directing the de- 
fendant to pay £50 to the plaintiff, as terms of being allowed 
to defend as to the residue of the claim, and his lordship 
made a suggestion that the defendant’s solicitor should be 
brought before him with a view to an inquiry into certain 
matters mentioned in the affidavit. Thereupon the plain- 
tiff’s solicitor the next day took out a summons calling on 
the defendant’s solicitor to show cause why he should not 
attend and explain, and Field, J., made an order thereon, 
varying the terms of the Summons, and ordering an inquiry 
before the master as to the making, swearing, and issuing 
of the affidavit used by the defendant’s solicitor ; and this 
was the order now appealed against. 

Murphy, Q.C., for the appellant, contended that the 
learned judge had no jurisdiction to make such an order 
and to assume ex mero motu the office of a public prosecutor. 
This was not a judicial proceeding, and why should his 
client be called on to answer a charge of subornation of 
perjury in this irregular manner ? 

After Macrae had been heard in support of the order, 

Hopptezston, B., delivered judgment, upholding the order 
of the learned judge, and remarked that, in his judgment, a 
judge failed in his duty towards the public who did not 
order a full investigation, in chambers or elsewhere, when 
circumstances arose tending to excite -his suspicion that 
justice was being subverted. If the result of the master’s 
report was unfavourable, then his lordship might take what 
course he pleased, either directing a proceeding in penam or 
‘handing over the papers to the society of which the solicitor 
‘was amember. He thought the case was one of importance, 
and the appeal would be dismissed with costs. 





Hawkins, J., had no shadow of a doubt that the jadge 
had jurisdiction to request the master to make the 
inquiry ; but he had some doubt as to whether he could 
summon the solicitor to appear before him. Mr. Murph: 
contended he ought to have dismissed the summons with 
costs. The solicitor was not prejudiced because he wag 
asked to show cause why the judge should not do some. 
thing which he had power to do before the Summons wag 
granted. He might appear, and might bring forward hig 
reasons, if he thought fit, for inducing the judge to hold 
his hand. But the learned judge had not by the order 
summoned the solicitor before him; there was no necessity 
for him to appear, and there was no hardship on him. Ag 
for himself, he had formed no opinion and he expressed 
none on the merits of the case. 

Murphy asked for a stay of proceedings, that he might 
go to the Court of Appeal. 

Huppteston, B., said he must leave the appellant to 
take what course he pleased, and he could not consent to 


‘any stay that would indicate that he had any doubt on the 


matter. 
Appeal dismissed, with costs.— Zimes. 





Court Papers. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Session, 1879. 
(Sittings for Judicial Business during the Prorogation.) 


CAUSES STANDING FOR HEARING. 


McMurray v. Mathew and others. England. Presented 
August 15, 1878; set down November 8, 1878. Not re- 
ported. Debtor and creditor—Disputed account. Appt.— 
Hanbury, Hutton, & Whitting. Respts.—T. H. Bartlett; 
J. 8. Bertram. 

The Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Works and Public 
Buildings v. Angus and Company. England. Presented 
February 18, 1879; set down May 5, 1879. Dalton v, 
Avgus and Company. England. Presented March 13, 
1879; set down May 23, 1879. 27 W. R. 623, L. R.4 
Q. B. D. 162. Lateral support of house by adjoining soil— 
Twenty years’ uninterrupted enjoyment without grant by 
adjoining owner—Presumption of grant made and lost in 
modern times—Prescription Act (2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71)— 
Employer and contractor—Liability of employer for in- 
jury caused to neighbouring property by the execution of 
work dangerous in its nature. Appts—Hare & Fell. Respts. 
—Shum, Crossman, & Co. Appt.—-Prior, Bigg, & Co. 
Respts.—Shum, Crossman, & Co. 

Montgomery v. Montgomery. [Ireland. Presented 
February 17, 1879 ; set down May 30, 1879. Not reported. 
Execution of disentailing deed by protector of the settlement 
where no previous instructions for preparation of the deed— 
Party being at the time of execution mentally and bodily 
incapable. Appt.—White, Broughton, & White. Respt.— 
Cutler & Co. 

Metropolitan District Railway Company v. Sharpe. Eng- 
land. Presented May 5, 1879; set down June 17, 1879. 
27 W. R. 420. Statute—Construction of Consolidation Act 
—Incorporation with special Act—Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1845, s. 34—Costs of arbitration—Ascertainiog 
amount—Condition precedent—Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1869, s. 1. Appts.—Baxters & Co. Respt.—T. 
Noton. 

Easton and another v. Blyth{and Tyne Railway Company. 
England. Presented December 9, 1878; set down June 20, 
1879. Not reported. Breach of contract—Carriage of 
coal. Appts.—Maples, Teesdale, & Co. Respts.—William- 
son, Hill, & Co. 

The Lord Advocate v. Lord Lovat. Scotland. Presented 
April 21, 1879; set down June 20, 1879. Scottish Law 
Reporter, vol. 16, p, 418. Fishing—Salmon fishing— 
Barony title—Possession—Rod fishing. Appt.—T. W. 
Gorst. Respt.—Grahames, Wardlaw, & Currey. 

Great Eastern Railway Company v. Mayor, &c., of Har- 
wich and another. England. Presented May 6, 1879; set 
down June 26, 1879. Not reported. Rate on coal brought 
within the limits of the town of Harwich—Drawback. 
1 lilt A. Curwood. Respts.—Batty & White- 

ouse, 
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Levy and another v. Lawes. England. Presented May 
15, 1879; set down July 4, 1879. Not reported. Special 
case—Construction of contract for delivery of sacks. 
Appts.—Hollams, Son, & Coward. Respt.—W. Beck. 

ooper and another v. Bourne and others. England. 
Presented December 6, 1878; set down July 4, 1879. 26 
W. R. 295, L. R. 3 Q. B.D. 258. Railway—Superfluous 
lands—Lands taken under powers of special Act—Lands 
acquired for extraordinary purposes—Lands not in actual 
use at expiration of period limited for disposing of super- 
fluous land, but subsequently becoming useful for purposes 
of undertaking—Mines and minerals expressly conveyed to 
railway company, ownership of, where surface afterwards 
becomes superfluous land—Inclosure—Grass and herbage 
arising upon soil of road running between allotments—41 
Geo. 3, c. 109, s. 11—Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 18), ss. 12, 13, 127—Railways Clauses 
Consclidation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vict. c. 20), s. 45. Appts.— 
Field, Roscoe, & Co. Respts.—R. R. Nelson. 

Rankin and others v. Lamont. Scotland. Presented 
May 26, 1879 ; set down July 31, 1879. Appts.—Hewitt & 
Alexander. Respt.—Faithfull & Owen. 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England v. Rowe. Eng- 
land. Presented June 19, 1879; set down August 1, 1879. 
97 W. R. 378, L.R. 4 Q. B. D. 63. Statute of Limitations 
—Land annexed to a deanery becoming vested in Ecclesiasti- 
cal Commissioners—3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, ss. 2,29-—3& 4 
Vict. c. 113, ss. 50, 57, 75—Inclosure—Allotment to tenant 
in right of his lease. Appts.—Jennings, White, & Buckston. 
Respt.—Field, Roscoe, & Co. - 

Julius y. The Lord Bishop of Oxford and another. Eng- 
land. Presented June 27,1879; set down August 8, 1879. 
LR. 4Q. B.D. 245. Ecclesiastical law—Church Discip- 
line Act (3 & 4 Vict. c. 86), 8. 3—‘* It shall be lawful ’— 
Statute, construction of—Words importing obligation—Ob- 
ligation on bishop to issue commission on complaint of 
ecclesiastical offence against clerk—Public Worship Regula- 
tion Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 85). Appt.—J. Girdle- 
stone. Respts.—Cunliffe, Beaumont, & Co.; Brooks, Jen- 
kins, & Co. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Cc Mast THE 
Date oe ge vic ae 
Monday, Nov. 17Mr.Merivale Mr. Farrer Mr. Cobby 
Tuesday ...... 1 King Teesdale Jackson 
Wednesday.... 19 Merivale Farrer Cobby 
Thursday .... 20 King Teesdale Jackson 
Friday.....0+. 21 Merivale Farrer Cobby 
Saturday...... 22 King Teesdale Jackson 
Mr. Justice 


y.C. Bacon. V.C. Hatt. ie 
Mr. Clowes 


Monday, Nov. 17Mr. PembertonMr. Leach 
Tuesday ...... 18 Ward Latham 
Wednesday.... 19 Pemberton Leach 
Thursday .... 20 Ward Latham 
Friday.....e.. 21 Pemberton Leach 
Saturday...... 22 Ward Latham 


MippLEsExX.—MIcHAELMAS Sirrinc, 1879, 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 15.) 
C P 198 King (Carr, Fulton and Co) v Smith (Procter and A) 
CP 199 Hulbert (Miller, Sand B) v Rowland Bros (Parkers) 
Ex 200 Withall (Withall and C) v Perry and anr (Crook and 8) 
Ex 201 Cullin (Dawson and Co) v Bamford (J E Turner) 
CP 202 Holroyd (Andrew and B) v Beall (In Person) SJ 
P 203 Haslam (R Wastell) v Driver (Evans and E) 

CP 204 Bokenham (§ Price) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C God- 


fray) SJ 
Ex 205 Macdonald, Field and Co (J N Mason) v Russell, Bart (F 
t 


W Moun 
Ex 206 Ibbotson (Bordman) v Buckley and ors Sie and Co) 
G) 


den (Porter and 8) v Taho nm and H) 
ham (Rooks and Co) v Earp (Combe and W) 
209 Snell (W M Greenip) v Watkins (Clarke, Wand R) SJ 
210 Tucker (J — v Redgrave (J Holder) 
211 Wilson and anr (Yorke and B) v Willina and ors (H W 
Lindus ; C A Swaine 
212 Graves and ors (G R id, jun) v Copland (G Reader) 
218 Venables (Pike and Son) v Moseley and ors (Kisch, Son 


and Co 
P 214 Taylor (C V Lewis) v McKeand and anr (Hicklin and W) 
CP 216 Todd and anr (Todd and Dennes) v Winckworth (Billing: 


hurst and bs SJ 
Ex 216 Evans (J S Ward) v Williams (Rey and C) 


CP 217 Sheffield (G R Burn) v Luck and ors (J Geaussent) 

Ex 218 Mears (G T Parker and Co) v Syer (T C Russel) 

CP 219 er (Hicks and Arnold) v Cooper (Pawle, F and Co) 

Ex 220 Boubée Freres (Plunkett and L) v Siebe (J C Winkworth) 

Chy 221 Lewis (Smith, Davies and Co) v Harris (W A Downing’ 

Ex 222 North Central Wagon Co (Chester, M, H and B) v North 
Wales Carriage and Wagon Co (Llewellyn, A and H) 

CP 223 Harrap (Noon and C) v North Metropolitan Tram Co (H'C 


Godfray) SJ 

Ex 224 Hobbs (E Wand RO Mote) v Baker (J W Cook 

CP 225 Williams (G E Carpenter) v Nowell (A G Ditton 

QB 226 Cresswell (Walls, A and M) v Welsh, Tennent and Wife 
(C C Ellis, M and Co) SJ 

Ex 227 Mighell (Clennell and F) v Seaton (S Roberts) 

Ex 228 Cranfield and Wife (G F Parker) v London, Brighton and 
South Coast Ry (Norton, Rose and Co) SJ 

CP 229 Wright (F C James) v Freeman (Dixon, W L and W) 

CP 230 Bossey (T Beard and Sons) v Easton and anr (T H Devon- 
shire) SJ 

Ex 231 Dawson (J Mason) v Huggins (H C Morris) 

Q B 232 Wooder (M Abrahams and R) v Lyon (Peckham, M and P) 

Chy 233 Sovereign Life Assurance Co limd (Campbell .R and H) ¥ 
Dent (Crook and 8) 

QB 234 The Queen (W R Preston) v Heritage (in person) SJ 

C P 235 Grigg (G L P Eyre and Co) v Pearce (G Godwin) 

Ex 236 Sorrell (Dangerfield and B) v Ottaway (Lumley and L) 

Ex 237 Jaques (A H Miller) v London Tram Co Imd (Foss and L) SJ 

CP 238 Hyam and Wife (J C Button and Co) v London Gen Omnis 
bus Co (Stevens and H) SJ 

CP 238a Marshall and anr trading, &c (H R Jones) v Scarborough 
Laundry and Washing Co (E Doyle and Sons) 

Q B 239 Holdstock (Hicklin and W) v Floyd Bros (G H Mirfin) 

CP 240 Collingridge and anr (Beard and Sons) v Francis and Co 
(C Parke) 

Ex 241 Robiolio (Wordsworth and Co) v Spiers and anr (W HG 


Jones) 
C P 242 London and County Banking Co (Paterson, Sons and G) v 
Laud (W T Boydell) 
Ex 243 Mac Intosh (Morley, R and E) v Page (Lewis and Lewis) 
QB 244 Keays (L Keays) v Wallace (G Castle) 
Chy 245 Hewes (Field, R and Co) v Cole and ors (Cole and J) 
QB 246 Lamb (J W Marsh) v Brewster and anr (Collyer and Co) 
CP 247 Phillips (G Palmer) v Cocks (J Frost) 
Ex 248 Golding (Peacock and G) v Gutteridge (Emanuel and Co} 
C P 249 Collins (Lewis and Indermauer) v Fuller (J J Harlow) 
CP 250 Mason (Parkers) v Coffre (Ley and B) 
CP 251 Tatham (W Rawlins) v Tatham (Bicknell and H) 
C P 252 Hayward Bros (Ashurst, M, C and Co) v Heritage (F Heri- 
ee and Co) 
QB 253 Risley and anr (Johnson, Upton and Co) v Bultitude and 
Co (A G Ditton) SJ 
Ex 254 Loaring (Janson, C and P) v Gibbs (H A Lovett) 
255 Fleury (Pitman and Lane) v Lamare (Linklater and Co) 
256 Norman (Elwes and S) v Robinson and ors (Last and Son 
Aldridge, T and M) SJ 
257 Parks (Chapman and B) v The London Tramways Co (H 
Cc Godfray) SJ 
258 Henderson and anr (Gowing and Co) v Watts (In Person) 
259 Fitzgerald (J B May) v Coopman and ors (J P May) 
260 Gray (C Mossop) v Woodhead and anr (H C Barker) 
261 Jackson (B W Jones) v Rose (In Person) com 
262 Neersnoss Block Ice Shipping (Herbert and Kent) v Royal 
Mail Steam Packet Co (Wilson, B and C) 
263 Warner (C A Swaine) v Edgington and Co (W Evans) 
264 James (Lewis and Sons) v James (Evans and E) 
265 =— (Stibbard, G@ and Co) v Long (Field, R and Co) 


266 Bellenger (Brighten, J and N) v Macaire (W W King} 
hy 267 Pidsley (Stocken and J) v Wilson and anr (Bell and Co; 
Plunkett and L) 
Ex 268 Farrow (H S Winnet) v Farrow (Turner and Son 
CP 269 — and Son) v Le Veaux, sued, &c (Lewis 
and L 
Ex 270 Burnell (Rhodes and Son) v Gillespie (Hardwick and J) 
Ex 271 West Combe Park Estate, limd (Mathews and Smith) v 
Poulton (S S Seal) 
QB 272 Clark and Wife (J P Bigzenden) v The North Met Tram Co 
(H C Godfray) SJ 
Ex 273 Hallett (H A Dowse) v Webster (Webster and G) 
QB 274 Harrison (Pike and Son) v De Crespigny (J Ellerton) 
QB 275 Archard, Extrix (F Bradley) v The Midland Ry Co (Beale, 


, Band G 
QB 276 Bayley, trading, &c (Milne, R and M) v Harrison and Son 
W Rawlins) 


Ex 277 Anderson and anr (Herbert and Kent) v Royal Mail Steam 
Packet Co (Wilson, B and C) 

Ex 278 Carpenter (Le Riche and Son) v Lane (Wade and L) SJ 

Chy 279 Lovering (Rooks and Co) v Hannen (F Norton) 

Q B 280 Hubback (Eardley, H and R) v Everett (W R Philp) SJ 
CP 281 Scalia (J Knight) v ——— (E Tillyard) com 

QB 282 Murray (H Sydney) v Henkriks (Lewis and L) 

Ex 283 Goldring and anr (E Jukes) v Headley and ors (Mercer 


and M 
QB 284 Wildman (J T Hazeldine) v Gillies (Turner and Son) 
Ex 285 Prudential Assurance Co, limd (A H Wildman) v Cain (J T 
Hazeldine) : 
286 es and anr (Yorke and B) v Green and anr (R 


er 

287 nnn (R Jones and Co) v Lincoln, Bennett and Co (Lum- 
ley an 

288 Butler (Saffery and H) v Harvey and anr (Terrell and H); 


8. 
C P 289 Brooker and anr (G Palmer) v Beckmann (W Webb) SJ 
(To be continued.) 
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Leqal Pews. 


The long controversy in the Zimes upon photographic 
«copyright has been concluded with a letter from “A 
Barrister,” in which he says :—‘ I assert that under the 
present law, if any person (A) applies to a photographer 
(B)—we will not confuse the question by calling photo- 
graphers ‘artists’—to have his portrait taken, on the 
usual understanding that he shall pay a sum and receive 
a certain number of copies or ‘prints,’ then the copy- 
right, not merely in the ‘ prints,’ but in the whole of 
the negatives taken, vests in A. Butif B has agreed to 
take A’s portrait without any payment, because it is under- 
stood that he may make a profit by selling ‘prints,’ then 
the copyright in the negative vests in B,and A cannot stop 
the sale of the prints.” 


On the 8rd inst,, on the occasion of Mr. W. J. Metcalfe, 
Q.C., the newly appointed judge of the Bristol County 
Court, taking his seat for the first time at the Guildhall, 
Bristol, Mr. J. H. Clifton, as senior member of the profession 
present, in welcoming his Honour, said that his Honour, he 
was sure, would feel that in welcoming him to the court he 
could not help alluding with very great regret to the de- 
parture of one who had endeared himself to them all—his 
learned predecessor, Mr. Fisher. His urbanity and kind- 
ness to them all had strongly attached him to them ; and he 
spoke in the name of all the practitioners in that court 
when he said that they regretted his loss very acutely. He 
trusted that, as his successor, the learned judge might be 
long spared to preside in that court, and speaking for the 
members of the profession, he hoped they would endeavour 
to demean themselves towards his Honour in the same way 
as they had towards his predecessor, so as to win his Honour’s 
esteem. His Honour said he thanked them very much for 
the kind expression of opinion they had bestowed upon 
him. As regarded his late predecessor, he was not at all 
surprised to hear that he had endeared himself to every class 
of men with whom ke had been brought into contact, and 
that they very much regretted his loss. He was quite satis- 


fied, from what he had heard of the gentlemen practising 
in this district, they would get on in perfect harmony to- 


gether. He should ask them kindly to extend to him their 
consideration for some little time, for he was not familiar 
with the practice of the county court at present, although 
many years ago, some twenty-five, he had the honour of 
sitting for the late Serjeant Storks in one district. Still the 
practice was somewhat novel to him, and he hoped they 
would extend their kindness towards him, and co-operate 
with him, not taking advantage of his inexperience in these 
matters, but endeavouring to carry out the ends of justice 
for the benefit of the public. 


In Sergeant y. Roberts (1 Pick. 377), says the Central Law 
Journal, after a case had been heard and the jury had been 
out six hours, the foreman wrote to the judge stating that 
they could not agree and asking for directions. The judge, 
the court having adjourned, answered in writing that he was 
unwilling to let them separate, and giving them further 
instructions. He also directed them to bring his letter into 
court to be filed with the papers. They then agreed upon a 
verdict for the defendant, and the plaintiff moved for a new 
trial, on the ground of the communication, which was 
granted by the Supreme Court, Parker, C.J., stating the 
law of the question thus:—‘“ The object of the note of the 
foreman was probably to obtain leave for the jury to 
separate, and the answer of the judge was calculated to 
enable them to revise the case in a systematic manner, in the 
hope that such a revision would produce a union of opinion 
on one side or the other of the cause. It probably had that 
effect. As it ie impossible, we think, to complain of 
the substance of the communication, the only question is 
whether’any communication at all is proper, and if it was not, 
the party against whom the verdict was, is entitled to a new 
trial, And we are all of opinion, after considering the 
question maturely, that no communication whatever ought to 
take place between the judge and the jury, after the cause 
has been committed to them by the charge of the judge, 
unless in open court, and where practicable, in presence of 
the counsel in the cause. The oath administered to the 
officer seems to indicate this as the proper course. He is to 
suffer no person to speak to them, nor to speak to them 
himself 83 to ask them whether they are agreed ; and he 





is not to suffer them to se until they are agreed, uniess 
by order of the court. hen the court is adjourned the 
judge carries no power with him to his lodgings, and hasing 
more authority over the jury than any other person, and 
direction to them from him, either verbal or in writing, js 
improper.” 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
Nov. 13, 1879, 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


8 per Cent, Consols, 988 Annuitias, April, °85, 9% 

Ditto for Acccunt, 98 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 96 Ex Bills ,81000, 24 per Ct.17 pm, 
New 3 per Cenbt., Ditto, £500, Do, 17 pm. 

Do, 84 perCent., Jan, °94 Ditto, £2100 & £26¢, 17 pm. 

Do. 24 perCont., Jan. °94 Bank of England Stock, 268} 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 Ditte for Account. 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind. Stk., 5perC., July, °80, 103}; Enf.Pr.5§ perCont., May, 81 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88, 1022 April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Enf.Pr,, 5 per C., Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEAT H8 
BIRTHS. 

Appi1son.—November 3, at 3, Lime-grove, Manchester, the wife 
of John Addison, barrister-at-law, recorder of Preston, of a 
son. 

BrapsHAw.—Nov. 1, at South Bailey, Durham, the wife of 
Thomas Bradshaw, judge of county courts, of a daugh- 


ter. 

SrockEN.—Oct. 29, at Richmond, Surrey, the wife of Walter 
Stocken, solicitor, of a son. 

DEATHS, 

ASHWELL.—Nov. 9, at Brunel-terrace, Nottingham, John M. 
Ashwell, solicitor, aged 51. 

Roperson.—Nov. 2, at St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, Charles James 
Scholey Roberson, solicitor, late of Oxford, aged 72. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Nov. 7, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Birks, Charles, Bow lane, Commission Agent. Pet Oct 31, Murray, 
Nov 21 at 12 $ 
Friend, Charles Thomas, Penywern rd, South Kensington. Pet Nov 5. 
Brougham, Nov 18 at 11.30 
Scott, Thomas, Pentonville rd, Marble Merchant. Pet Nov 6. Hazlitt. 
Nov 26 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Andrews, Joseph, and Wilkinson Andrews, Clayton, York, Joiners. 
Pet Nov 4. Robinson. Bradford, Nov 18 at 9 
Dold, Anton, Great Grimsby, Jeweller. Pet Nov 3. 

Grimsby, Nov 19 at 1 
Finding, Samue!, Bedford, Watchmaker, Pet Nov 5. Pearse. Bed- 
ford, Nov 20 at 10.30 
Gibson, Henry, Rowlands Castle, Southampton. Pet Nov 3. Renny. 
Portsmouth, Dec 4 at 12 
Kershaw, Thomas, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Builder. Pet Nov 3. 
Bolton. Blackburn, Nov 20 at 11 
Pet Nov4. Harley. Bristol, Nov 19 at 2 
Pet Nov 5. 


Sharp, John, Bristol, Baker. 
Pet Nov 4. Bellringer. Liver- 


Daubney. Great 


Skuse, Peter, Wavertree, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, 
Beliringer. Liverpool, Nov 19 at 11 
Ward, James, Liverpool, Metal Dealer. 
pool, Nov 18 at ll 
Tugepay, Nov. ll, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Chadwick, William Covington, Earl's court sq, Brompton. Pet July 
29. Murray. Nov 28 at 11 
Nicholls, William Hawkins, Seething lane, Wine Merchant. Pet Nov 
7. Pepys. Nov 26 at 12 
Prideaux, Samuel William, Philips rd, Peckham Rye, Pet Nov 6. 
Hazlitt. Nov 26 at ll . 
To Surrender in the Country. 
_—_ Juliana Mary Kelly, Clifton hill, Exeter. Pet Nov6. Daw. 
xeter 


Nov 24 at 11 
Garget, Robert Taylor, Darlington, Joiner. Pet Nov 6. Orosby. 
tockton~on-Tees, Nov 24 at 11 
as nae alden, Surrey. Pet Nov 6. Bell. Kingston, Nov 
at 
Hunt, Thomas, Turville, Bucks, Innkeeper. Pet Nov 6, Watson. 
Aylesbury, Nov 26 at 11 





Nov. 15, 1879. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





=... 





‘@iiddlemas, William, Monkseaton, Northumberland, out of business, 
Pet Nov7. Daggett. Newcastle, Nov 26 at Ll 

Preston, —— Sheflield, Builder. Pes Nov6. Rodgers. Sheffield, 
Nov 26 at 

Rowland, Jane, Kenneth rd, Wandsworth rd, Laundress. Pet Nov 5, 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, Nov 25 at 11 

Wright, Robert Frederick, Tiugle Bridge, York, Grocer. Pet Nov 6. 
Bury. Barnsley, Dec t at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tugspay, Noy. 11, 1879. 
McGovern, Joseph Henry, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Oct 31 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Nov. 7, 1879. 
Adair, Robert, Wigton, Cumberland, Grocer. Nov 22 at 3 at King 
Arms Hotel, Wigton. Tyson and Hobson, Maryport 
Adams. Henry, Pontefract, York, Innkeeper. Nov 18 at 3 at Royal 
Hotel, Wood st, Wakefield. Lodze, Wakefield 
Adams, James, Stockwell rd, Brixton, Provision Merchant. 
at 10 at offices of Norman, Great Marlborongh st 
Alden, Freeman Joseph, and Joseph George Alden, Cambridge Heath 
rd, Bethnal Green, Boot and Shoe Manufacturers. Nov 20 at 3 at 
offices of Couper, Chancery lane 
Allen, Robert, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Nov 21 at 2 at Swan 
Hotel, New st, Birmingham. Hughes, Westbromwich 
Anthes, Carl, New Gravel jane, St George’s-in-the-East, Baker. 
17 at 12 at offices of Marchant and Cv, Ludgate hill. 
Ludgate hill 
Archer, Samuel Henry, Upper Norwood, Surrey. Upholsterer. Nov 
24 at 1 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. King, Martio’s lane, 
Cannon st 
Atkinson, James, Bradford, York, Draper, Nov 20 at 4 at Creditors’ 
Association, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 
Bacon, George Thomas, Luton, Bed{ord, Grocer. Nov 18 at 1 at offices 
of Magill, Chancery lane. Ewen and Roberts, Luton 
Baindeky, Elias, Bishopsgate st, Merchant. Nov 17 at 3 at offices of 
Philbrick and Corpe, Austin friars 
Baines, William, and Robert Baines, Bradford, Merchants. Nov 20 at 
11 at offices of Cater, Piece Ha!l yard, Bradford 
Baker, Edward, Scarborough, Auctioneer. Nov 18 at 2 at offices of 
Richardson, Queen st, Scarborough 
Banks, George, Weston, near Bath, Farmer, 
Clark, Union st, Bath 
Barlow, Char'es, Lawton, Chester, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. 
at 11 at offices of Sherratt and Son, Kidsgrove 
Barnard, Benjamin, Rickland All Saints, Norfolk, Farmer. 
4at offices of Stanley, Bank Plain, Norwich 
Barraclough, Edwin, Alverthorps-with-I'hornes, Wakefield, out of 
business. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of Fernandes, Cross sq, Wakefield 
Bentley, Thomas, Normacott, Stafford, out of business, Nov 18 at Il 
at offices of Welch, Carcline st, Longton 
Bird, James, jun, Workington, Cumberland, Shoemaker. Nov 20 at 11 
at offices of Paisley, Bridge st, Wi rkingion 
Birdsall, Jabez, Church Fenton, York, Wheelwright. 
offices of Crumbie, Sionezate, York 
Blake, William, George Moss Side, Lancaster, Commission Agent. Nov 
14 at 3 at offices of Edward-, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Bott, John, Birmingham, Huckster Shop Keeper. Nov 19 at 11 at 
offices of Solomon, Ann st, Birmingham 
Bridger, Joseph, Rotherfield, Sussex, Farmer. Nov 19 at 3.30 at offices 
of Stone and Simpson, Church rd, Tunbridge Wells 
Brodhagen, Emily, Cable st, St George’s-in-the-East, Boot and Shoe 
Maker. Nov 1! at 3 at offices of Biggenden, Finsbury sq buildings, 
Chiswell st. Dobson, Coborn rd, Bow 
Brogdon, William, and Robert Davidson, Byker, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Builders. Nov 20 at 11 at offices of Aydon, St Jotn’s chambers, 
Grainger st West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Buckler, John Thomas, Lombard st, Diamond Merchant, 
at offices of Pannell and Co, Basingha | st 
Bussell, Benjamin, Munstone, Hereford, shopkeeper. Nov 22 a¢ 11.30 
at offices ot Scobie, Offa st, Hereford 
Carlile, John Braithwaite, Scarborough, out of business. Nov 19 at 12 
at Abbott’s North Eastern Hote', York. Crowther, Scarborough 
Churchiil, William Robert, Willenhall, Stafford, Tail r. Nov 20 at 11 
at offices of Vaughen, Wal-ali st, Willenhall 
Clark, Charles, Pocklington, York, out of business, Nov 20 at 11 at 
Feathers Hote}, Pockiington. Powell and Sargent, Pocklington 
Cohan, Henry, Liverpool, Tailor. Nov 21 at 2 at offices of Goffey and 
North, Commerce chambers, Lord st, Liverpool 
Collings, Thomas, Topsham, Devon, Master Mariner. Nov !9 at 3 at 
ottices of Gidley, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Cope, Herbert, Great Penton, Stafford, Plumber. Nov 20 at 3 at offices 
of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 
abtree, James Edward, Heywood, Lancaster, out of business. Nov 
28 at 3 at offices of Addieshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Crew, Nathaniel, and John Crew, Dudley, Licensed Victualiers. Nov 
20 at 11 at offices of Davies, Union st, Dudley 
Cross, Frederick, Atherton, Lancaster, Stonemason. Nov 20 at 3 at 
offices of Dowling ani Urry, Wood st, Bolton 
Cudd, William, Clarendon rd, Notting Hil!, Furniture Dealer. Nov 
18 at 11 at offices of Liggins, Marylebone rd 
“Culliford, Edward John, Bridgewater, Cabinet Maker. Nov 17 at 12 at 
offices of Chapman, High st, Bridgewater 
Dancey, George, Wilson st, Finsbury, Licensed Vic‘ualler. 
2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row 
iel, Henry, St Neot, Cornwall, Farmer. 
Hotel, Liskeard. Coad, Liskeard 
Dawson, Joseph, Dewsbury, York, Furniture Dealer. Nov 18 at 3 at 
King’s Arms Hotel, Market pl, Dewsbury, Walker and Son, Dews- 


bu’ 

Deakin, Alfred, Fenton, Stafford, Clerk, Nov 13 at 11 at offices of 
Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
ighton, Francis, Ripon, York, Farmer. 
Coppin and Whitham, Market p!, Ripon 


Nov 21 


Nov 
Staniland, 


Nov 20 at 3 at offices of 
Nov 24 
Nov 15 at 


Nov 19 at 2 at 


Nov 20 at 2 


Nov 24 at 
Nov 19 at 12 at London 


Nov 21 at 12 at offices of 


Dorian, Joho,.Great Yarmouth, Fish Merchant. Nov 24 at 1] at Crown 
Hotel, Lowestoft. Sayer, Great Yarmonth 

Dover, Donkin, Durham, General Dealer. Nov 19 at 3 at offices 
Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastie-npon-Tyne 

Down, Charles, Taunton, Boot and Shoe Salesman. Nov 19 at 
offices of Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

Drew, Alfred Ernest, Frome, Somerset, General Dealer. 
at offices of McCarthy, Frome 


Elviott, Edward, Nottingham, Brass Finisher. 
of Black, Low pavement, Nottingham 

Ellis, Huch, John Birmingham, Auctioneer. Nov 19 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Elzas, Abraham, Kingston-upon-Hull, Draper. Nov 14 at 11 at offices 
of Spurr and Mayne, Scale lane, Kingstou-upon-Hall 

Eskrigge, Henry Bri¢gman, Manchester, Cotton Agent. 
at offices of Barron, Chapel walks, Manchester 

Evans, William, Denbigh, Inukeeper. Nov 25 at 12 at the Albion Inn, 
Chester. Davies, Holywe! 


Fowler, Henry Josiah, Smethwick, Stafford, Draper. 
offices of Rooke, Beunett’s hill, Birmingham 

Fox, Joseph, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Notringham, Wheelwright. Nov 18 
at 12 at offices of Ridge and Hardy, Stockwell gite, Mansfield. 
Thorpe and Thorpe, Nottingham 

Frost, Samuel, Leyton rd, Stra ford, Oorn Dealer. Dec 1 at 2 at 
Bromley st, Commercial road East. Goat!y, Westminster Bridge rd 


Goddard, Georgs Edward, Chapel st, Bz'grave sq, Chemist. Nov 17 at 
2 at St. Thomas bidgs, St. Thomas st, Southwark. Rashleigh, 
Borough High st 

Goodwin, William, Rotherham, Grocer. Nov 25 at 11 at offices of 
Oxley and Coward, Westgate, Rotherham 

Graham, Annie Steele, Barrow-in-Furness, Grocer. 
the Commercial Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Furness, 
in-Furness 

Guest, Henry, Blowers Green, near Dudley, Farmer. 
offices of Clulow, High st, Brierley hill 

Gulliver, Isaac, Steeple Ashton, Wilts, Farmer. Nov 19 at 12 at offices 
of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Guthridge, Thomas, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Joiner. Dec 2 at 3 at offics of 
Banner and Laweon, Union ct, Casile st, Liverpool Cleaver and 
Holden, Liverpool 

Halliday, John, Batley, York, Mungo Merchant. Nov 19 at 2.30 at the 
Crown Hote!, Commercial st, Batley. Waiker 

Hargreaves, Peter, Wiocham, Chester, Provision Dealer. 
at offices of Fletcher, Northwich 

Harris, James, Kingston-upon-Huill, Ladies’ Outfitter, 
offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
Hult 

Harrison, John, Oldham, Lancaster, Dairyman. 
of Hanchett and Watson, Church lane, Oldham 

Hawkins, George, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Tailor. Novy 19 at 12 at 
offices of Jagger, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Haycox, John, Scuthwark Park rd, Dish Cover Wheeler. 
at cffices of Wariog, Berough High st 

Heald, John, Wakefiel’, Horse Dealer. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of 
Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 

Hey, Henry, Girlington, York, Inspector of Painters for Midland Ry Co. 
Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Cottam, Bink st Bradford 

Hindle, William Henry, and J hn Hindle, Preston, Lancaster, Joiners. 
Nov 20 at 3 at the Stanley Arms Hotel, Lancaster rd, Preston. 
Blackhurst, Preston 

Hockley, Julius William, Great Canfield, Essex, Farmer. Nov 20 at 12 
at the White Hart Inn, Chelms‘ord. Evans, John st, Bedford row 

Holloway, Joseph, Staunton-upou-Wye, Hereford, Farmer. Nov 20 
at 2 at High Town, Hereford 

Hunt. Charles, Besthorpe, Nottingham, Farmer. Nov 19 at 11 at office 
of Page, the younger, F!axengate, Lincola . 

Hutchins, William, Upper Clatford, Southampton, Cattle Dealer. Nov 
19 at 12 at the George Inn, Andover. Lamb, Andover 

Jacks, Frederick, Liverpool, Greecgrocer. Nov 25 at 3 at offices of 
Nordon and Levy, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jackson, James, Great Barr, Stafford, China and Glass Merchant. 
Nov 18 at 2 at offices of Coleman and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Jackson, John Lamb, Richmond, York, Grocer. Nov 20 at 11.30 at 
offices of Tayler, Mechanics’ Institute, Dovecot st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Jarvis, John William, Croydon, Surrey, Draper. Nov 27 at 11.30 at 
offices of Duncan and Co, Bloomsbury sq. Hallett and Co, Ashiord 

Jenkins, William, Garway, Hereford, Farmer. Nov 24 at 11.30 at 
the Greyhound Hotel, Abergavenney. Corner, Hereford 

Johnson, Joseph, Darnhail, Chester, Farmer. Nov 22 at 3 at offices o 
Cook, Over Winsford t 

Kent, Thomas, the younger, Penkhu!l, Stafford, Seedsman. Nov 2! at 
3 at the North Staffordshsre Railway Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent, 
Slaney and Son, Neweastls 

Knight, Alfred, Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Dealer, Nov 21 at 11 at 
the Chamber of Commerce, Exchange bldgs, Northamptoa. Andrew, 
Northampton 4 

Lane, George, Birmingham, Bed:ling Manufacturer. Nov 31 at 2 a 
offices of Brown, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Leach Georgs, Marlborough rd, Che'se:, Confectioner, Nov 25 at i2at 
offices of Davis, Welbeck st, Cavenitish sq 

Leslie, George, Liverpool, a Major in her Majesty’s Service. Nov 24 
at 3 at the Law Association Kooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Collins and 
Co, Liverpool 

Lewis, Evan, Tredegar, Monmouth, Tailor. Nov 20 at 1 at the Castle 
Hotel, Tredegar. Powell, Brynmaur ; 

Livesey, James, Middlesborough, out of business, Nov 15 at 2 at the 
Bricklayers’ Arms, Palmer lane, York 

Lloyd, Isabella, Rhyl, Flint, Grocer. Nov 27 at 11 at the Royal Hotel, 
Rhyl, Davies, Holywell 

Lockley, Ernest Arthur, Fore st, Umbrella Manufieturer. Nov M at 
2 at offices of Morphett and Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Terry, 
King st, Cheapside 

Maddock, Thomas, Morriston, near Swansea, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
Nov 17 at 12 at office of the Brist»i and West of Englan d Merchants’ 
Association, Broad st, Bristol, in lieu of the place origina lly named 

M Edward John, Downton, Wilts, Miller, Novy 20 at 12.30 at 


Nov 17 at 10 


Nov 24 at 12 at offices 


Nov 21 at Il 


Nov 20 at 11 at 


Nov 18 at 11 at 
Taylor, Barrow- 


Nov i? at 11 at 


Nov 22 at ll 


Nov 18 at 1 at 
Laverack, 


Nov 18 at 11 at offices 


Nov 25 at 3 





Dickinson, Harris Drewry, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Ironmong 
Nov 21 at 11 at offices of Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 





the White Hart Hotel, Salisbury 
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Marks, Henry, Walton-on-the-Naze, Essex, Lapidary. Nov 24 at 2 at 
offices of Paterson and Co, Chancery lane. White, Colchester 

Marshall, William, jun, Messingham, Lincoln, Builder, Nov 17 at \lat 
offices of Bladon, Market p!, Gainsborough ; 

Mash, James Alif, Essex rd, Islington, Greehgrocer. Nov 24 at 3 at 
offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

McDermid, Richard Wright, Chorlton-on-Medlock, Manchester, Wia- 
dow Blind Manufacturer. Nov 18 at 3 at offices of Walmsley, Cooper 
st, Manchester 

Meager, James William, 0!d Brompton, Kent, Iron Moulder. Nov 22 
at 4 at cffices of Norman, Ordnance ter, Chatham 

Mills, Leonard, East st, Lamb’s Conduit st, Smith. Nov 17 at 11 at 
offices of Marchant and Co, Ludgate hill. Staniland, Ludgate hill 

Moore, Hannab, Taunton, Licensed Victualler. Nov 19 at 3 at offices 
of Pinchard and Sor, Paul st, Taunton 

Moore, James, Lower rd. Deptford, Oil and Italian Warehouseman. 
Nov 12 at 12 at offices of Shearman, Little Tower st 

Morris, Thomas, Llanwonno, Glamorgan, Grocer and Joiner. Nov 20 
at 1 at offices of Linton and Kenshole, Canon st, Aberdare 


Newell, John, High Wycombe, Butcher, Nov 2lat 2 at offices of Bat- 
ting, Church eq, High Wycombe 

Newton, Jonathan, Stalybridge, Chester, Hat Manufacturer. Nov 19 
at 3 at the Commercial Inn, Melbourne st, Staleybridge. Buckley and 
Miller, Staleybridge 

Ogden, John, St Anne’s-on-the-Sea, Lancaster, Builder. Nov 19 at 3 
at the Sint Anne’s Hotel, St Anne’s onthe Sea. Anderton and Don- 
nelly. Bury 

Ogg. Edmund, North Owereby, Lincoln, Farmer, Nov 20 at 11 at offices 
of Chambers, Market Rasen 


Palmer, Arthur Rees, Bolton, Lancaster, Coffee Tavern Keeper. Nov21 
at 3 at offices of Whittingham, Exchange st, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Palmer, Frederick, Birkenhead, Baker, Nov 19 at 3 at offices of Thomp- 
son, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Parry, Samuel, Heathtown, near Wolverhampton, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Nov 26 at 3 at offices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Peace, George, Ossett, Dewsbury, Grocer. Nov 21 at 11 at the Royal 
Hotel, Market pl, Dewsbury Walsehaw, Halifax 

Phippen, George, and Edward Robinson, Reading, Nurserymen. 
a 21 at 11 at the Queen’s Hotel, Friar-street, Reading. Dryland, 
Reading 

Piggott, Henry, Stone, Stafford, Baker. Nov. 19 at 2 at offices of Holtham, 
Bank passage, Stafford 

Pilkington, John, Lostock, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. 
at the Victoria Hotel, Hotel st, Bolton. 
Bolton 

Pollitt. Robert, Urmston, Lancaster, Decorative Artist. Nov 20 at 3 at 
offices of Marlow, Cress st, Manchester 

Pool, Robert, Berringtoc, Salop, Farmer. Nov 19 at 12 at the Claren- 
don Hotel, Shrewsbury. Broughall 

Prentice, William Herritt, Sidmouth mews, Gray’s Inn rd, Cab Trim- 
mer. Nov 17 at 3 at the offices of Staniland, Ludgate hill 

Pullen, James Stephens, Blenheim ter, St John’s Wood, Grocer. 
Nov 21 at 2 at the offices of Foreman, Son, and Co, Gresham st, Par- 
nell, Fenchurch st 

Reaston, Thomas John, Thorganby, York, Farmer. Nov 19 at 1 at 
the Old Swan Inn, Selby. Wright, Selby 

Robinson, Walter, Beeston, near Leeds, Corn Miller, Nov 18 at3 at 
the offices of Ems'ey, Commercial bldngs, Park row, Leeds 

Sereeeff, Petter, Glengail rd, Old Kent rd, Firewood Merchant. 
Nov 26 at 2 at the offices of Young and Thompson, Great James st, 
Bedford row 

Shuter, Joseph, Bolton, Lancaster, Landscape Gardener. Nov 14 at 11 
at the offices of Fielding, Fold st, Bolton 

Smith, George Everson, Milton st, Rag ard General Merchant. 
Dec | at3 at the offices of Chapman and Bendle, Gresham buildings, 
Basinghall st 

Starkey, Thomas Mellor, Liverpool. out of business. Nov 24 at 2 at 
2 at offices of Evans and Lockett, Commerce chmbrs, Lord st, Liver- 


Nov 26 at 3 
Greenhalgh and Cannon, 


pool 

Steel, Charles, Birmingham, Builder. Nov 27 at 3 at the Great Western 
Hotel, Birmingham. King, Birmingham 

Stevens, Steven, Leinster ter, Bayswater, Fruiterer. Nov 15 at 4.30 at 
the offices of Goatley, Westminster bdg rd 

Strutt, John, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, out of business. Nov 14 at2 at 4, 
Prince’s st, Ipswich. Jennings, Ipswich 

Swithenbank, John Walker, Bradford, York, Shuttle Mrker. 
at 10 at the offices of Peel and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford 

Taylor, John, Great Driffield, York, Sawyer. Nov 21 at 3 at the offices 
of Foster, Tonge, und Son, Exchange-st, Great Drifleld 

Temple, Samuel, Oakington, Cambridge, Farmer. Nov 26 at 12 at 
the offices of Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Curry 

Thompson, William, Blackburn, General Dealer. Nov 20 at 11 at 
offices of Darley, Lord st West, Blackburn 

Tipper, Thomas, Leek, Stafford, Innkeeper. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of 
Challinor and Co, Derby st, Leek 

Toleman, John, Pwijheli, Carnarvon, Watchmaker. Nov 21 at 12 at 
Quen Hotel, Chester. Owen, Pwllheli 

Towell, Frederick, Birmingham, Carpenter. Nov 15 at 10,15 at offices 
of East, kre ag st, Birmingham 

Trainer, Patrick, Carlis'e, Glass Dealer. Nov 25 at 3 at offices of 
Wright and Brown, Bank st, Carlisle 

Tudor, Thomas, Fenton, Stafford, General Dealer. Nov 15 at 11 at 
Swan Hotel, Longton 

Vause, William, Leeds, Flock Manufacturer. Nov 19 at 2 at offices of 
Middleton and Sons, Calverley chbrs, Victoria sq, Leeds 

Wainer, Thomas, Leverton, Lincoin, Carpenter. Nouv 22 at 2 at Red 
Lion Hotel, Boston. Bell, Townhal!, Louth 

Wakem, Joseph, Calstock, Cornwal!, Farmer. Nov 19 at 12 at offices of 
Bridgman, Church lane, Tavi-tock 

Walker, Thomas, Blackpool, Cotton Spinner. Nov 21 at 3 at offices of 
Standring and Taylor, King st, Rochdale 

Wallis, William Bonnett, Fordington, Dorset, Tailor. Mov 24 at 12 at 
offices of Coombs, South st, Dorchester 

Ward, William, and Thcmas Ward, Unsworth, Lancaster, Farmers. 
Nov 19 at 11 at offices of Dodds, Bolton st, Bury 

Watkirs, Rickard Walters, Croydon, Surrey, Boot Maker. Nov 25 at 

3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 


Nov 19 





| 

Westley, Freder;ick, Old Bond st, Piceadilly, Optician. Nov 25 at at 
offices of Letts Brothers, Bartletts buildings, Holborn cirous 

White, William, and William Sproat, Blyth, Northumberland, Tim ber 
Merchants.. Nov 17 at 2 at offices of Gillespie Brothers, Cross House 
chambers, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hoyle and Co, Newcastle-upon. 


Tyne 

Wightwick, Humphrey, Hawkhurst, Kent, Farmer. Nov 20 at 3at 
Bull Hotel, Cranbrook. Ai'kens, Ticehurst 

Wilkinson, William, Knutsford, Chester, Builder. Nov 21 at 3at 
offices of Ritson and Grundy, Princess st, Manchester 

Williams, Arthur, Hoxne, Suffolk, Farmer. Nov 28 at 1 at Whitg 
Lion Hotel, Eye. Gudgeon 

Willis, Thomas, Brinkworth, Wilts, Horse Dealer. Nov 21 at!.30 9 
Queen’s Royal Hotel, Gt Western Railway Station, Swindon. Clark 
and Smith, Malmsbury 

Windsor, Edwin, Chichester, Sussex, Ironmonger, 
offices of Sowton, Bedford row. Arnold Chichester 

Winslow, James, Steeple Ashton, Wilts, Farmer. Nov 17 at 12at 
offices of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Woodhams, Frederick, Charterhouse sq, Hat Manufacturer, Nov 24 at 
2 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Beard and Sons, Basinghall st 

Woolgar, Charles, Newhaven, Sussex, Blacksmith. Nov 19 at 12 at 
Brewers Arms Inn, Lewes. Holman 

Wright, Robert Frederick, Barnsiey, York, Grocer. Nov 21 at3 at 
offices of Webster and Styring, Hartshead, Sheffi:ld 

Younge, Richard William, Sheffield, Comedian. Nov (8 at 12 at offices 
of Wing and Co, Change alley, Sheffield. Mellor, Sheffield 


TveEspAy, Nov. 11, 1879, 
Aldridge, Richard William, Gt Dover st, Newington, Floor Cloth Man- 
ufacturer. Nov 24 at 3 at 18 Gt Dover st, Newington. Woodroffe 
Allen, William, Barrow-in-Furness, Licensed Victualler. Nov 25 at 12 
at offices of Taylor, Barrow-in-Furness 

Anderson, Herry French, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Wholesale Wine 
Merchant. Nov 22 at 11 at offices of Lawson, Villiers st, Sunder'and 

Anderson, James, Middlesborough, Mattrass Maker, Nov 24 at 11 at 
offices of Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborongh 

Arnold, Philip, Luton, Bedford, Plait Merchant. Dee 2 at 3.30 at o'fices 
of Boyes and Child, Pouliry 

Backhouse, James, Burn, York, Farmer. Nov 27 at 11 at offces of 
Hardcastle and Barnfather, Calverly chambers, Victoria sq, Leeds, 
Haigh and Son, Selby 

Badham, John, Chipping Campden. Gloucester, General Dealer. Nov 
9 = at Unicorn Hotel, Moreton-in-Marsh. Barkes, Moreton-in- 

ars) 

Bailey. Herr, Nottingham, Boot Maker. Novy 18 at 12 at offices of 
Brittle, St Peters chambers, St Peters gate, Nottingham 

Bailey, John Beckett, Sutton, Chester, Licensed Victualler, Nov 25 
at 2 at offices of Linaker and Hitchen, Bank chambers, Runcorn 

Baker, John Thorogood, Brighton, General Dealer. Nov 24 at 3 at 
offices of Mills, New 1d, Brighton 

Banks, Herbert, and George Frederick Evans, Manchester, Skirt 
Manufacturers, Nov 27 at 3 at offices of Farrington, Moseley st, 
Manchester 

Bateman, Henry Albert, Wimbledon, Manufacturers’ Agent. Deck 
at 3 at offices of Morris, Carter lane, Doctors’ commons 

Bater, James, South Molton, Devon, Boot Manufacturer. Nov 25 at 

Nov 22 at 12 at offices: 


Nov 20 at 2 at 


11.30 at offices of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 

Beck, William, jun, Seottow, Norfolk, Farmer, 
of Sadd and Linay, Theatre st, Norwich 

Bell, Robert, North Shields, Grocer. Nov 21 at 2.30 at offices of 
— Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Kewney, North 

ields 

Berry, Samuel Wilson, Darlington, Tailor. 
Wooler, Priestgate, Darlington 

Biggs, Russell Hugh Worthington, Liverpool, Solicitor. 
at offices of Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 

Booth, Edward, Portobello rd, Bayswater, Draper. 
offices of Morris, Mitre ct, Temple 

Bowman, William Henry, Lewisham, out of business. 
offices of Josolyne and Co, King st, Cheapside. 
Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 


Nov 25 at 11 at offices of 
Nov 25 at ll 
Nov 20 at 11 at 


Dec 3 at 2 at 
Ashley and Tee, 


Bradshaw, John Edward, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Dec 1 at 
3 at offices of Chew and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 
Bramfitt, William Wright, Kirkstall, York, Coal Agent. Nov 28 at 


10.30 at the Law Institution, Albion pl, Leeds. Darlington and Sons, 
Bradford < 

Bransbury, George, Littlehampton, Sussex, Painter. Nov 24 at 3 at 
Norfolk Hotel, Littlehampton. Verral!, Litdehampton 

Brazier, James, Shrawley, Worcester, Farmer. Nov 24at3 at offices 
—— Pierpoint st, Worcester. Ivens and Morton, Kidder- 
minster 

Carey, Henry, Westwell, Kent, Farmer. Dee 1 at3 at Saracen’s Head 
Hote), Ashford. Hallett and Co, Ashford 

Carpenter, Job, Thames Ditton, Carman. Nov 27 at 3 at offices of 
Buckland, Brook st, Kingston-on-Thames 

Casril, Bennett. Kingston-upon-Hull, out of business. Nov 25at3 at 
offices of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Cattle, James, Waterwold, York, Farmer. Nov 25 at11 at Hatker’s 
Hotel, St Helen’s sq, York, Dale, York 

Cave, Edwin, West Coker, Somerset, Boot Maker. Nov 20 at 12 at 
offices of Watts, Yeoyil 

Clacee, James, Devizes, Horse Dealer. 
Frome. McCarthy, Frome 

Clarke, Ellen, Sheffield, Provision Dealer, Nov 20 at 12 at offices of 
Auty and Sons, Queen st, Sheffield 

Clarkson, Joseph, St Dunstan’s hill, Tea Dealer. Nov 19 at 12 at offices 
of Creditors’ Association, Arthur st East. Martin, Fencharch st 


Clegg, James, Oldham, Yeast Dealer, Nov 24 at 3at offices of Whitakerr’ 
- 


St Peter et, Oldham 


Cole, James, Bermondsey Wall, Bermondsey, Sail Maker. Nov 22 at 12° 


at St John’s Tavern, Tooley st 

Cooper, Edward, Gilwern, nr Abergavenny, Miller. Nov 25 at 11.30 at 
Swan Hotel, Abergavenny. Garrold, Hereford 

Cornish, Philip, jun, Leytonstone, Essex, Builder. Nov 26 at3at 
offices of Hopkins, Moorgate Station buildings 


Cou!thurst, John, and Thomas Hillary, Walmersley-cum-Shuttleworth,. 


Stone Masons. Nov 26 at 3 offices of Anderton and Donnelly, 
Garden st, Bury 


Nov 22 at 11 at Angel Hotel,. 
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Cunliffe, John, Sowerby bridge, Halifax, Grocer. Nov 26 at 3 at offices 
of Jubb, Harrison rd, Halifax 
Curtis, Henry, Dartford, Kent, Boot Dealer. Nov 28 at 2 at offices of 
Montague, Bucklersbury 
Daldy, Pilgrim, Colchester, Painter. Nov 22 at 11 at offices of Prior, 
Head st, Colchester 
Darby, Thomas, Birmingham, Door Latch Maker. Nov 20 at 11 at 
offices of Eaden, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Davies, John, Kineton, Warwick, Schoolmaster. Nov 25 at 1] at Seven 
Stars Inn, Stratford-upon-Avon. Lane 
Davies, Samuel, and James Davies, Wrexham, Denbigh, Stonemasons. 
Nov 24 at 12 at offices of Acton and Bury, Chester st, Wrexham 
Davies, Stephen, Cardigan, Ironmonger. Nov 24 vt 11 at offices of 
Grifiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 
Dawson, William Edwin, Newark-on-Trent, Auctioneer. Nov 27 at 11 
at Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark-on-Trent. Bescoby, East Retford 
Dudding, Thomas Joseph Wilson, Piddletrenthide, Dorset, Farmer. 
Nov 27 at 11 at King’s Arms Hotel, Dorchester. Andrews and Co, 
Dorchester 
Duen, Edward, Stamford, Lincoln, Grocer. 
of Law, St. Mary’s pl, Stamford 
Earl, Richard, Keinton, Somerset, Dealer. 
Hotel, Shepton Mallet. McCarthy, Frome 
Eisham, John Aindow, Southport, Lancaster, Painter. Nov 26 at 12 at 
Devonshire bldngs, East Bank st, Southport 
Farrar, Reuben, Leicester, Builder. Nov 26 at 3 at the offices of Wright 
and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Garlick, Septimus Edward, Oxford, Brewer’s Agent. Nov 27 ‘at 3 at 
the offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Goddard, Thomas William, Winchfield, Hants, Farmer. Nov 27 at 2 at 
the offices of Webb, Cross st, Basingstoke 
Goodwin, James, Hartfield, Sussex, Corn and Coal Merchant. Nov 25 
at 2.30 at the offices of Peariess and Beeching, Tunbridge Wells 
Gould, James, Liscard, Chester, Bootmaker. Nov 24 at 2 at the offices 
of Collins and Jones, Cook st, Liverpool 
Gould Louis, Bournemouth, Job and Post Master. Nov 26 atlat the 
London Hotel, Bournemouth. Guy, Southampton 
Graham, Hugh, Howden-le-Wear, Durham, Innkeeper. Nov 21 at 12 at 
the offices of Milburn, Crook 
Green, Mary Anne, Westley Brook, near Haughton, Salop, Farmer. 
Nov 24 at 11] at the offices of Taylor, King st, Wellington 
Greenstreet, Martha Ann, Ramegate, out of business. Nov 25 at 3 at the 
offices of Parry, High st, Ramsgate 
Gresham. George James, Kingstor-upon-Hull, Clothier. Nov 24 at 
phe offices of Laverack, Land of Green Ginger, Kiugston-upon- 
a 
Hall, Thomas, and Herbert Hall, Dewsbury, Marble Merchants. 
Nov 25 at 10.30 at the offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, Union st, 
Dewsbury 
Halton, Philip Brideaoke, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Hosier. 
at the offices of Massev, Hard-haw st, St Helen’s 
Harrington, Walter, St Peter’s st, Islington, Corn Daaler. Nov 18 at 4 
at the offices of Staniland, Ludgate hiil 
Harris, Samuel, Belgrave, Leicester, Nov 25 at 3 at the offices of Wright 
and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Harrison, Baxter, Lutton, Liucoln, Carpenter. Nov 27 at 12 at the Bull 
Inn, Long Satton. Wilkin, King’s Lynn 
Harvey, Charles, Babbicombde, Devon, Carpenter. 
Post Office st, Exeter. Carter and Son, Torquas 
Harward, Arthur, Wirksworth, Derby, Solicitor. Decl at 3 at the 
St James’ Hotel, Derby. Broughal!, Derby 
Hastwell, John, Burnley, Lancaster, Auctioneer. Nov 25 at 3 
¢ oe New Red Lion Hotel, Manchester rd, Burnley. Hodgson, 
urnley 
Hoare, Thomas, Hackney rd, Licensed Victueller. Nov 20 at 3 at the 
offices of Prockter and Andrews, Prince’s st, Spitalfields 
Holding, John, Great Harwood, Lancaster, Grocer. Nov 25 at 11 at the 
offices of Radcliffe, Clayton st, Blackburn 
Holley, Thomas, Chard, Baker. Nov 24 at 2 at offices of Canning and 
Kyrke, High st, Chard 
Hopkinson, George Desford, Leicester, Farmer. Nov 28 at 11 at offices 
of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Horsey, John, South Perrott, Dairyman. Nov 22 at12 at offices of 
Jolliffe, Sheep Market st,*Crewkerna 
Howarth, Robert, Shaw, Lancaster, Builder. Nov 24 at 3 at offices of 
Murrey and Wrigley, Clerg st, Oldham : 
Howells, Henry, Wrockwardine Wood, Salop, out of business. Nov 25 
S 10 = offices of Willcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolver- 
ampton 
Johnson, John, Spalding, Tailor. Noy 26 at 11 at The George Hotel 
Company Limited, Huddersfield. Maples and Son, Spalding 
Johnson, Thomas, Blackpool, Agent. Nov 21 at 11 at County Court 
Offices, Winckley st, Preston. Morgan, Blackpool 
Jones, John, Hay, Brecon, Draper. Nov 26 atl at Green Dragon 
Hotel, Broad st, Hereford. Page, Hay 
Karley, George, High Wycombe, out of business. 
offices of Rawson, High st, Gt Marlow 
King, Edwin Isaiah Child, Croydon, Surrey, Draper. Nov 2! at 12 at 
offices of Ladbury and Co, Cheapside, Parker and Co, St Paul’s 
Churchyard 
King, William Hanham, Sheerness, Outfitter. Nov 24 at 12 at offices 
of Copland, Edward st, Sheerness 
=. Richard, Se!hurst rd, South Norwood, Builder, Nov 24 at 3 at 
offices of Hallam, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Koppel, Albin, Moss Side, Marchester, Buyer. Nov 21 at 3 at the office 
of Hill, St Ann’s sq, Manchester 
Langford, George John, Sheerness, Assistant Engineer, R.N. Nov 24 
at 11.30 at the offices of Copland, Edward st, Sheerness 
Leigh, Stanley, Newton Heath, Gentleman, Nov 25 at 3 at the offices 
of Shippey und Field, Qooper st, Manchester 
Leverington, William, Birmingham, Tailor. Nov 2! at 3 at the offices 
of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Long, Alfred James, Canterbury, Poulterer. Nov 28 at 11 at the Queen’s 
Head Hotel, Canteroury. Collard, Canterbury 
Mackman, William, Whaplode Drove, Lincoln, Baker. 
the White Hart Hotel, Spalding. Oammack, Spalding 
Manning, Edward, Bedminster, Bristol, Decorator, Nov 20 at 12 at the 
offces of Clitton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 


Nov 22 at 10 at the offices 
Nov 21 at 3 at the George 


Nov 21 at 2 


Nov 21 at 1 atl, 


Nov 22 at 2 at 


Nov 24 at 1 at 





Marshall, Southwell, Grantham, Lincoln, Draper. Nov18atl2at he- 
Red Lion Hotel, Grantham. Thimbdley and Sons, Spilsby 

MecDoul. John, Barnsley, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Nov 21 at 3 at 
the offices of New nan and Sons, Church st, Barnsley 

Middleton, Robert William, Peterborough. Nov 21 at 11 at the offices 
of Deacon and Wilkins, Cross st, Peterborough 

Molyneux, John, and William Henry, Alinutt, Oxford, Hatters. 
Nov 20 at 12 at the offices of Bickerton, St Michasl’s Chambers, 
Ship et, Oxford. 

Morgan, Benjamin Alfred, Castleford, York, Draper. Nov 26 at 3 at the 
rooms of the Home Trade Association, York st, Manchester 

Mortlock, Joseph, Keynsham, Somerset, Licensed Victualle. Nov 2% 
at 12 at offices of Clifton and Carter, Broad st, Bristol 

Mothersill, James, jun, and Henry Mothersill, Manchester, Linen 
Manufacturers. Nov 25 at 3.30 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth 


st 

Naylor, Jonathan, Mannington, York, Decorative Painter. Nov 20at 
21 at offices of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 

Neale, Frederick Durham, Manningtree, Essax, Jobbing Master. 
Nov 26 at 3 at offices of Jones, Townhall chambers, Colchester 

Nicholson, John Thomas, West Hartlepool, Durham, Joiner. 
at 3 at offices of Thomas, Charch st, West Hartlepool 


Offa, John, Folkestore, Bricklayer. Nov 25 at 12.30 Rose H tel, Fulkee 
stone. Mowil, Dover 

Ozle, Thomas, Liverpoo!, Provision Merchant. Nov 26 at 3 at offices 
of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool 

Page, Thomas, Bottesford, Leicester, Farmer. 
of Belk, Midd'e pavement, Nottingham 

Parker, William, Burton Leonard, York, Farmer. 
offices of Bateson and Hutchinson, Ripon 

Peacock, Charlotte, East Moulssy, Surrey, Draper. Nov 24 at 3 at 
Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields. Mann, Kingston-on- 
Thames 

Pike, Francis Edward, Tiverton, Devon, Drapers Manager. Nov 28 
at 11 at offices of Walker and Battiscombe, Water lane, Gt Tower st. 
Cockram 

Pritchard, John, Longtown, Hereford, Farmer. Nov 25 at 3 at offices 
of Browne, Lioa st, Abergavenny 4 

Raraty, Charles, Highst, Wandsworth, Cheesemonger. Nov 23 a6 
} af the offices of Haynesand Sons, Grecian Chambers, Devereux ct, 


Temple , 
Rawcliffe, William, Preston, Hosier. Nov 22 at 3 at the Mitre Hotel 
Nov 22 


Cathedral yd, Manchster. Eda eston, Preston 

Rhodes, John Wilkinson, Haworth, York, Cabinet Maker. 
at 4 at the offices of Morgan and Morgan, Victoria Chambers, 
Shiple 

Richards, Jobn Boswell, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Cabinet Manufacturer. 
Nov 21 at lzat the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Boyceand Ride 
ley, Brook st 

Rickerby, Thomas, Liverpool, Chemist. Nov 21 at 2 at the offices of 
Harris, Adelaide bidnzs, Ranelagh pl, Liverpool 

Roberts, Christopher George, King’s Samborne, Hants, Farmer. 
Nov 20 at 11 at the Bull Ho'el, Fisherson Anger. Bell and France, 
Gillingham " 

Roberts, Ellis, Llarelltyd, Merioneth, of no occupation. Nov 22 at 
11 at the Angel Hotel, Dolgeliey. Jones, Aberystwith 

Roberts, John, Kensingston Park rd, Notting Hill, Printer. Nov 22 
at 2at the offices of Tanner and Co, Great Russell st, Bedford sq_ 
Parker, Bow st 

Robinson, Henry, Wolverhampton, Grecer. 
of Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Roddi, James, Chatham, Boiler Maker. Nov 22 at 3 at the offices of 
Norman, Ordnance ter, Chatham 

Rogers, William, Melton Mowbray, Baker. Nov 25 at3 at the offices 
of Barker, iun, Sherrard st, Melton Mowbray 

Royston, Thomas, Manche-ter, Music Seller. Nov 21 at 3 at offices of 
Farrington, Princess st, Manchester . 

Rutter, Charles, Stratford St Mary, Suffolk, out of business, Nov 27 
at 11 at the White Horse Hotel, Ipswich. Jones, Colchester 

Sale, William, Culvert rd, Battersea, Blacksmith. Nov 26 at 3 at offices 
of Young, Newgate st 

Salisbury, Henry, Stanton St Gabriel, Dorset, Yeoman. Nov 22 at 12 
at offices of Watts, Yeovil 

Scholes, William, Morley, York, Grocer. Nov 24 at 3 at officesof 
Ibberson, Westgate, Dewsbury 

Smallwood, Henry. Wolverhampton, Stone Mason. Dec 1 at 11 at 
offices ot Gatis, King st, Wolverhampton 

Smith, Benjamin, Leeds, Bucher. Nov 24 at 3 at offices of Simpson 
and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Smith, George Walkden, Northallerton, York, Draper. Nov 27 at Il 
at the Golden Lion Hotel, Northallerton. Fowle, Northallerton 

Smith, Isaac, Keighley, York, Grocer. Nov 24 at 2 at offices of Clark- 
son, Keighley : 

Smith, Jonathan, Brockley, Satfolk, Farmer. Dec? at 12 at the Guild- 
hall, Bury St Edmunds. Salmon and Son, Bury S: Edmuads 

Smith, William Lawson, Litt!eport, Cambridge, Farmer, Nov 27 at LL 
at the Bel! Hotel, Ely. Peake, Snow, and Peake 

Speakman, Richard, Salford, Lancauer, Builder. 
of Simpson and Hockin, Mount st, Albert sq 

Sykes, Aaron, Oldham, Plasterer. Nov 26 at Ul at the County 
Court Ottices, Church lane, Oldham. Hanchett and Watson, Old- 
ham 

Taylor, Tames, Bilston, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, Nov 26 at 11 at 
offices of Shakespeare, Cnurch st, Oldbary 

Towns, William, Albert terrace, Is'ington, Oilman. Nov 28 at 3 at 
offices of Moore and Wallis, Crosby sq. Rodgers and Clarkson, 
Walbrook 

Tucker, Franklin, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Nov 19 at 10,15 at offices 
of East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Wadlow, Samuel, Belgrave st, Commercial rd, Greengrocer. Nov 25- 
at 12 at offices of Few, Borough High st 7 

Waldie, John, Dartington, Hosier. Nov 21 at 11 at offices of Woolery 
John st, Bedford row 

Walsh, Nicholas, Birmingham, out of business, Nov 20 at 10.15 at 
the offices of East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Warburton, William, H a on Norris, Lancaster, Sewing Cotton Manne- 
facturer. Nov 24at 3 at the offices «f Coppock and Co, Vernon s', 
Stockport 


Nov 20 


Nov 24 at 12 at offices 
Nov 24 atl at 


= 
Nov 25 at 3at the offices 


ov 21 at 3 at offices 
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“Webb, John, Gloucester, Fishmonger. Nov 19 at 3 at offices of Haines, 
Westgate chmbrs, Berkely st 
Wells, Isaac Askew, and Henry Wells, Leicester, Boot and Shoe Manue 
facturers. Nov 28at 3 at ihe offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir 
st, Leicester 
“Westlake, Charles Francis, Gloucester, Brewer. Nov 24 at 2 at offices 
of Benson and Carpenter, Bank Chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Williams, Eric, Philip rd, Peckbam Rye, Schoolmaster, Nov 28 at 16 
at 40, Churton st, Pimlico. Dutton 
Wilson, Charles Albert, Leeds, Pianoforte Dealer, Nov 25 at 12 at the 
Law Institution, Albion pl, Leeds. Waddington, York 
Winfield, Benjamin, Nottingham, Earthenware Dealer. Nov 17 at 12 
at offices of Brittle, 8t Peter’s chambers, St Peter’s gate, Notting- 


ham 
Wise, William, Swinton, York, Potato Merchant. Nov 21 at 11 at the 
Angel Inn, Malten. Bartliff, Malton a 
Wright, William, Sheffield, Piumber. Nov 19 at 12 at offices of Pier 
son, Queen st, Sheffield 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
—- Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
aibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 

(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which 
explains the only perfectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 











=z 
AW.—A Gentleman, sged 32 (admitted), and ex. 
perienced in most of the branches of the profession, wishes to 
meet with a Solicitor whose practice has outgrown his own individual} 
exertions, and is requiring competent assistance. The Advertiser 
wishes to ect (ior remuneration) asright-hand man to a gentleman 
who does not wish to leave his business to be transacted by ordinary 
clerks.--Address, M., Mr. Crutch, Law Stationer, 15, Gray’s-inn. 
square, W.C. 


O SOLICITORS.—The Advertiser wishes to place 
himself in communication with Solicitors of influence in country 
localities at present uncupplied with Ga-, with the view of obtaining 
the necessery permissions to carry out Gas Works.—Adéress ENGINEER, 
care of J. Mason, Esq., 61, Moorgate-street, London, E.C, 


ANTED, in a City Office, three thoroughly 

efficient Clerke—viz. (1) Bill Clerk; (*) Shorthand Clerk; 

© Copying Clerk.—State full particulars and salary required to X,, 
ai burton & Co., 4, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 











AW CLASSES.—Mr. H. WAKEHAM PURKIS 

has Classes now forming for next Hilary and Easter Final 

and Intermediate Examinations. Terms moderate.—Apply to Ricwarp 
AmeR, Law Bookseller, Lincoln’s-inn-gate, Carey-street, W.C. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Atsert Sr. Pavy 

(M.A. Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentiemen for their Preliminary, 

Intermediate, and Final Examinations, either privately, or in class, 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-inn, London, W.C, 


r “= FINAL and INTERMEDIATE EXAMINA- 

TIONS.—A Barrister, who has had much svecessful experience 
in preparing Candidates for the above, is forming Classes tor the next 
Hilary Examination, or will prepare Candidates separately.—Apply to 
H., care of Housekeeper, 60, Chancery-lane, or by letter. 








M R. INDERMAUR £(Clifford’s Inn Prizeman, 

Editor of the Law Student’s Journal, and Author of Various 
Works for Law Students) receives pupi's for all legai Examinations, 
for reading, both in class and privately, and also prepares students 
through the post. The number in each class is limited to 12. At the 
Final (Solicitors) for last five terms in succession, pupils have taken 
Honours. During that time 68 sent up, of whom 6! passed, 10 of these 
taking Honours.—For terms and further particulars apply, personally 
or by letter, to Mr. InpERMAUR, 22, Chancery-lane, London, 


OYAL COURTS of JUSTICE.—Cause and 

Appeal Lists and all Official Papers for Chancery and Common 

Law Divisions supplied to Subscribers at £2 2s. per annum.—T#omas 
Scott, 1, Warwick-court, Holbors, 


LD COINS for SALE.—Gold, Silver, Copper, 
Greek, Roman, Saxon, English, Scotch, &c. Lists free,—J, 
Verity, Larlsheaton, Dewsbury. 











EDE AND 
ROBE 


SON 
MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, &¢ 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AW.—The Advertiser wishes for a Partnership in 

an established practice in London or the Country, where the 

business is chiefly Conveyancing, Good references as to position, 

ability, and means. Member ofthe Church of England. Or would 

negotiate for a Succession.—Address AcquirTas, “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 52, Carey-street, W.C. 


AW.—A Gentleman who has passed his Final Ex- 

4 amination and is about to be admitted, wishes an engagement as 
Assistant Chancery and General Managing Clerk. Salary not so much 
an object as an opening eventually offering itself of entering into parte 
nership with the principal.—Address H. H., Messrs. Reyneil & Son, 44, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 














INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 
TZ INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild and 


Mellow, Delicious and most Wholesome. Universally recom< 
mended by the Profession. The Cream of Old irish Whiskies, 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Dr. Hassall says— 


“ Soft and Mellow, Pure, well Matured, and of very excellent 
quahty.”’ 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, Paris 
Exhibition, 1878; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, the Gold Medal. 
20, Great Titchfield Street, London, W. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 


LAW, PARLIAMENTARY, AND 
GENERAL PRINTERS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


Every description of printing executed with the utmost speed 
and upon reasenable terms, 


Entrance through the Corridor of the New 
Buildings—opposite the Post Office, Chancery 
Lane. 




















WAUKENPHAST’S BOOTS 


OF ALL KINDS ALWAYS READY FOR IMMEDIATE WEAR. 
In Winter—The Celebrated Tour Boot, at 30s.; or 
The Garden Boot, at 34s. 
Evening Boots, 28s., 29s. 6d. 
Boys’ Boots, own manufacture, 15s. to 16s. 6d. 


Look for this Stamp on the Soles 
None genuine without it. 


60, HAYMARKET, LONDON, s.W. 





